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STATE, FOREIGN OPERATIONS, AND RELATED 
PROGRAMS APPROPRIATIONS FOR 2017 

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 3, 2016. 

OVERSIGHT HEARING—ASSISTANCE TO COMBAT 
WILDLIFE TRAFFICKING 

WITNESSES

HON. WILLIAM R. BROWNFIELD, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, BUREAU OF 
INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL AND LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

HON. ERIC G. POSTEL, ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR, U.S. AGENCY FOR 
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRWOMAN GRANGER

Ms. GRANGER. The Subcommittee on State, Foreign Operations, 
and Related Programs will come to order. 

Today’s hearing is on oversight of assistance to combat wildlife 
trafficking. I would like to welcome our two witnesses, Ambassador 
William Brownfield, Assistant Secretary of the Bureau of Narcotics 
Control and Law Enforcement Affairs, Department of State; and 
Mr. Eric Postel, Associate Administrator, U.S. Agency for Inter-
national Development. 

This hearing will address an issue we have followed closely for 
several years—international wildlife trafficking. This is a crisis and 
we must address it in an urgent manner. We can’t afford to do 
business as usual. 

Not only are unique species at risk, but the continued surge in 
wildlife trafficking threatens international security and stability. 

The numbers are staggering: Over 120,000 African elephants 
were killed between 2010 and 2013. The current population is esti-
mated at 400,000 to 600,000, down from 1.2 million in 1980. 

In South Africa, a record 1,214 rhinos were poached in 2014. 
Just 7 years earlier, that number was 13. Again, 7 years ago it was 
13. Then, in 2014, 2015. Last week, South Africa released numbers 
for 2015 that showed a small decrease for the first time since 2007, 
but we know that rhino poaching has increased substantially in 
neighboring countries. These are just a few examples, but there are 
many other species that are suffering the same fate. 

There is also a human toll. We know that hundreds of park rang-
ers have been killed by poachers, and just earlier this week there 
were news reports of a conservationist being shot while working to 
protect wildlife in Tanzania. 

Extremely sophisticated criminal networks, some with links to 
terrorists, are profiting from poaching. The illegal trade in wildlife 
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is estimated at $8 billion to $10 billion annually. We can’t afford 
to sit and think about what to do. We have to act. 

From fiscal year 2014 through fiscal year 2016, the subcommittee 
appropriated $180 million for wildlife trafficking. We want to hear 
about how this funding is being used to combat poaching and traf-
ficking of wildlife, as well as to reduce demand for illegal wildlife 
products.

There is a greater awareness of the problem today, but there is 
still so much work that must be done. The President issued an ex-
ecutive order in 2013 that we have a national strategy in place. 
There is a lot of talk about plans, but the subcommittee needs to 
hear about actions. 

A common complaint is that there is very little information pub-
licly available on what the U.S. Government is doing to address the 
crisis. The subcommittee needs an update on how much of the 
funding has been spent, what has been achieved so far, how you 
evaluate programs, and what you plan to focus on going forward 
that will turn this tide and help bring an end to the illegal killing 
of these animals. 

Corruption is one of the main challenges we face in countries 
where wildlife trafficking is most prevalent. The funding we pro-
vide around the world must address this issue also. 

It is going to take a serious and sustained effort across the U.S. 
Government to make a real difference, and I hope you will be able 
to share with the subcommittee how the Department of State and 
USAID are doing just that. 

I will now turn to my ranking member, Mrs. Lowey, for her 
opening remarks. 

[The information follows:] 
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OPENING STATEMENT OF MRS. LOWEY

Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you very much, Madam Chairwoman, for 
calling this hearing. 

And welcome, Assistant Secretary Brownfield and Associate Ad-
ministrator Postel. I join Chairwoman Granger in welcoming you 
and thanking you for your service. 

I also want to thank the chairwoman for convening this hearing 
on a topic of critical national security importance. Not only does il-
legal wildlife trafficking destroy some of the world’s most treasured 
wildlife species for future generations, this criminal enterprise fi-
nances terrorist groups and militias, especially in Sub-Saharan Af-
rica.

Groups like Al Shabaab, Joseph Kony’s Lord’s Resistance Army, 
and the Sudanese Janjaweed have turned poaching and the illicit 
trade in endangered and threatened wildlife into one of the most 
lucrative criminal activities worldwide, estimated by the U.N. Envi-
ronmental Programme between $50 billion and $150 billion annu-
ally.

With the prospect of such large financial gain, poachers and traf-
fickers have taken advantage of weak governments, law enforce-
ment, porous borders, corrupt officials, and decimated elephant and 
rhinoceros populations. It is staggering that the elephant popu-
lation in Africa has been reduced by one-half to two-thirds since 
1980 and that rhino poaching increased by 7,000 percent between 
2007 and 2014. 

In order to stop fueling the ruthless destruction of African wild-
life and thwart a major financing source for terrorists, it is clear 
that our efforts must be better coordinated across a wide spectrum 
of actors: Law enforcement, port and border security, environment 
experts, NGOs, the private sector, multilateral institutions, and the 
leaders of countries where the demand for elephant tusk and rhino 
horn is most insatiable. 

In short, we need to focus on turning wildlife crime from a low- 
risk, high-reward enterprise to one of high risk and low reward. 

The administration’s 2014 National Strategy to Combat Wildlife 
Trafficking was an important step in helping to prioritize and co-
ordinate our considerable domestic and international response. I 
am interested to hear from you about its implementation and 
whether we are making progress. Specifically, are there gaps in our 
response that need to be addressed? 

I hope you will also update the subcommittee on China’s level of 
cooperation as well as the other East Asian countries fueling this 
crisis. What progress has China made on its commitment to ban 
ivory imports and exports? How much pressure is the administra-
tion placing on other countries to do the same? 

Wildlife trafficking undermines much of the development 
progress we have made in Africa. It destroys livelihoods for impov-
erished communities, decimates landscapes, undermines security in 
the rule of law. That is why this subcommittee allocated $80 mil-
lion in last year’s omnibus for your agencies’ efforts to combat 
poaching, a significant increase over fiscal year 2015. 

While there is broad bipartisan support for this funding, I hope 
you will assure members of this subcommittee that these funds are 
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being put to good use and we are making appreciable gains. I look 
forward to your testimony. 

Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Ms. GRANGER. I now call the witnesses to give their opening 

statements. I would encourage each of you to summarize your re-
marks so we can leave enough time for questions and answers. The 
entire committee, all the members, are very interested in this 
issue. Your full written statements will be placed in the record. 

We will begin with Assistant Secretary Brownfield. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF AMBASSADOR BROWNFIELD

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman, Ranking 
Member Lowey, members of the subcommittee. Thank you for the 
opportunity to appear before you today. 

My thanks as well to the gentleman seated two rows behind me, 
to my right, for the loan of these reading glasses, permitting me 
to sound stupid on the basis of what I actually say and not due to 
blindness.

I am here, members of the subcommittee, to discuss INL’s efforts 
against wildlife trafficking. Had I appeared 4 years ago, I would 
have described a program budget of less than $100,000. I would 
have lauded the noble work of USAID, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and the conservation community in protecting endangered 
species.

I would have spoken little of law enforcement. And I would have 
been wrong, because wildlife trafficking is organized criminal traf-
ficking. And whether drugs, people, firearms, contraband, or 
slaughtered wildlife, countertrafficking strategies are similar. 

We attack traffickers at the source, where the product is created 
or the animals butchered. We attack traffickers in transit at 
chokepoints along border crossings, airports, and seaports. We at-
tack traffickers’ distribution systems at market destination, and we 
attack their financial systems at every stop along the way. 

In 2012, following a robust kick in the pants by this sub-
committee, Federal law enforcement joined U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
colleagues in combatting wildlife trafficking. The President issued 
an executive order in 2013, followed by a government-wide national 
strategy in 2014, and the interagency community promulgated an 
implementation roadmap last year. 

INL pursues an international strategy built around four pillars. 
First, we develop legislative frameworks against wildlife traf-
ficking. Law enforcement cannot combat trafficking if it is not a 
crime. Second, we build capacity to investigate and capture traf-
fickers. This is normally a combination of equipment and training. 
Third, we strengthen capability to prosecute and convict traffickers. 
Law enforcement accomplishes little if traffickers are not tried and 
punished. And finally, we facilitate regional and global cooperation 
in both international organizations and cross-border cooperation. 

Congress, and this subcommittee in particular, have been gen-
erous in supporting this effort, appropriating nearly $100 million 
for these international efforts since 2013. You have every right to 
ask what this investment has produced. 

Today, INL manages more than $50 million in wildlife trafficking 
programs in 30 countries. Last year, we trained more than 1,000 
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law enforcement and justice officials in 50 sessions around the 
world. This year, we will train at all of our ILEAs and not just 
those in Africa and Southeast Asia. 

Last year, the Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania Operation Worthy II led 
to the arrest of 376 criminals, seizure of 4.4 tons of ivory and rhino 
horn, and dismantling of several trafficking networks. We devel-
oped a pilot K–9 detection program in key ports in Uganda, Tan-
zania, and Kenya. The dogs deployed to Kenyatta International 
Airport, and four seizures were made during the very first week. 

There are operational Wildlife Enforcement Networks in South-
east Asia, South Asia, North America, and Central America pro-
viding coordination, cooperation, and intelligence exchange. New 
WENs are getting underway elsewhere in Africa and Asia. 

We placed wildlife trafficking on the agenda of U.N. organiza-
tions. In 2015, the U.N. General Assembly passed a resolution call-
ing on all member states to make wildlife trafficking involving or-
ganized criminal groups a serious crime. 

You will tell me, Madam Chairwoman, correctly, that much more 
needs to be done, and I will agree. We are still behind in this race 
to prevent extermination of some of the noblest species on the plan-
et. But I would like to think that the traffickers can hear our foot-
steps approaching from behind. 

I thank the committee, and I look forward to your questions and 
comments.

[The information follows:] 
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OPENING STATEMENT OF MR. POSTEL

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Mr. Postel, you are now recognized. 
Mr. POSTEL. Good morning, Chairwoman Granger, Ranking 

Member Lowey, and distinguished members of the subcommittee. 
I would like to thank you for holding this hearing and giving me 
the opportunity to testify. 

The United States Agency for International Development con-
tinues to be deeply concerned by the current poaching and illegal 
fishing crisis. Like my State Department colleagues here today, we 
strongly believe that the slaughter of thousands of animals and the 
murder of park rangers trying to protect these species must be 
stopped.

Protecting wildlife is also critically important to USAID’s mission 
to end extreme poverty. The rural poor often disproportionately de-
pend on natural resources for their survival. The illegal wildlife 
trade threatens tourism that sustains developing economies. It fos-
ters corruption, as you mentioned, undermines the rule of law, and 
discourages foreign investment. 

USAID is dedicated to building on our longstanding commitment 
to protect wildlife by both continuing to invest in strategies that 
work and testing new, innovative approaches. In accordance with 
the President’s National Strategy for Combatting Wildlife Traf-
ficking, our approach is focused on the entire chain involved in 
this, deploying a combination of tactics to address the complex 
problem.

With your generous support, we have increased our investment 
to fight wildlife trafficking from $13 million in fiscal year 2012 to 
more than $55 million in fiscal year 2014. We have launched 35 
new programs in the last 2 years, in addition to 30 that were al-
ready underway. The results are modestly encouraging, but much, 
much remains to be done. 

Last year, in addition to the work that INL is doing, we worked 
with another about 1,000 people across Asia and Africa to train 
them and help them use the skills they gained to contribute to the 
arrest of more than 500 poachers and traffickers. 

In the Philippines, an anonymous hotline generated more than 
3,000 reports of illegal fishing that led to 25 arrests in 6 months. 
That model is now being deployed in seven more marine areas in 
the Philippines. 

Sustained long-term investment in community conservation in 
Nepal has resulted in the third consecutive year with no tigers or 
rhinos being poached in the country. And where this model can and 
is replicated, such as in northern Kenya, we are seeing some simi-
lar results. 

To dry up the market for illegal wildlife products, we also have 
supported demand reduction campaigns that reach more than 740 
million people in Asia. We are optimistic that our efforts, in com-
bination with the efforts of others in our government and around 
the world and many different organizations, are contributing to a 
downward trend in ivory consumption in the last year or so, as new 
research seems to be suggesting. 
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In all cases, partnerships with government, partnerships with 
the private sector, with NGOs and civil society, are critically impor-
tant. Our latest one involves working with representatives from 
key transportation and logistics companies and associations to ad-
dress the role of transport companies in ending the illegal wildlife 
trade.

And technology has an important potential to help us scale the 
reach and the impact of these interventions. Our Wildlife Crime 
Tech Challenge, which we did in partnership with National Geo-
graphic, the Smithsonian, and an NGO named TRAFFIC, recently 
announced 16 winners from around the world. These extraordinary 
innovators propose solutions that will help contribute to shutting 
down transit routes, strengthening evidence on the forensic side, 
reducing demand, or combating corruption. 

But despite these modest successes, the illegal wildlife trade, as 
you eloquently described, continues at unacceptable levels. Enor-
mous challenges remain. Widespread corruption obstructs progress 
and many governments lack enough training and resources and, 
most importantly, the will to respond effectively. 

USAID will continue to respond aggressively to the crisis, 
strengthened by cooperation with new partners and counterparts in 
Congress and across the United States executive branch. Our re-
sponse will require we pay attention to the whole problem, sup-
porting law enforcement efforts on the ground, addressing the root 
cause of demand, supporting effective and accountable institutions, 
and investing in communities to end extreme poverty and enable 
them to have alternatives to poaching. 

Thank you all for your interest and strong leadership on this 
topic. I look forward to your questions and to your counsel. 

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. GRANGER. Thank you very much. 
I want to follow up on what you talked about in hearing from 

people and what they are doing around the world, because we real-
ly, as I said earlier, we can’t conduct business as usual with this 
situation.

The subcommittee held a series of roundtable discussions with 
conservation groups working in the field, and last year we heard 
from Tsavo Conservation Group that uses unique strategies to ad-
dress wildlife poaching. Nontraditional partners like Tsavo some-
times have a difficult time being successful in receiving USAID 
funds. So what can USAID do to ensure funds are available to or-
ganizations doing important work, even though they have not had 
experience working with USAID in the past? 

Mr. POSTEL. Thank you for the question. 
As somebody who in my own business 20 years ago encountered 

some of the challenges of learning how to work with the Federal 
Government, I am very attuned to this, and under two successive 
administrators we have been working hard to be more open and to 
help people understand what is involved. 

I am very pleased that in Kenya one of the most recent procure-
ments had, out of the six partners that are involved, five are new, 
one is an existing one. And we are trying, both on the level of the 
countries as well as in Washington, to have a lot more openness 
about what is coming, what are the opportunities. 

And also we know that some organizations need help with their 
capacity. So in a recent posting of a new grant opportunity in 
Kenya, they built into that the ability that some of the funds would 
be used—of course the bulk of it for working on this issue—but a 
very modest amount to help the organizations themselves improve 
their capacity. 

And similarly, in Washington, for instance, in the E3 Bureau, 
semiannually we do what we call an open house, and we publicize 
it through FedBizOpps and all kinds of other ways. We had 600 
people there last week, more than half were new. And literally, 
every office director and their team is required to be there so that 
people can have a two-way dialogue, not only about opportunities 
directly to work with us, but to give us feedback on how to im-
prove.

So we are not in the perfect place, but I think we are making 
progress. The SBA seems to think so because we went from a C 
grade a few years ago to an A last year. So we have to keep work-
ing this. There are more improvements to be made. But we are 
definitely trying to be much better on that score. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. As a former schoolteacher, I appre-
ciate going to the A’s. 

Ambassador Brownfield, we have heard from rangers and other 
law enforcement about the equipment they need to address poach-
ing. In 2014, I asked you about the equipment and you said you 
wanted to focus on training first. So now that several years have 
passed, could you give us an update on equipment and how that 
has been provided and what additional equipment you might need? 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Sure. Madam Chairwoman, our thought proc-
ess remains the same as when we started, which is to say our first 
focus is capacity building and training, and then as they develop 
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the capabilities to make use of the equipment, then we phase the 
equipment in. 

In the course of the past year we have done some basic equip-
ment provisions to both Tanzania and South African law enforce-
ment, overwhelming rangers or those that are involved in ranger 
activity. Some of it has been gear that allows them to operate in 
wilderness-type environments. Some of it has been more special-
ized.

For example, I believe, last week, if not this week, Secretary 
Jewell is in South Africa, and she was able to participate in a do-
nation ceremony of night vision goggles for South African park 
rangers in the expectation that they will be used in their efforts to 
locate, identify, and take steps against poachers as part of their 
regular work and their regular activity. 

I suppose I would change what I said to you in 2014 when I said 
we will be overwhelmingly training now, to suggest that 2016 is 
the point where we should be seeing—and you have every right to 
expect to see—greater provision of equipment as the thousand or 
so a year that we train come online and are in a position to use 
them.

At the same time, I feel it only fair to tell the committee, our ap-
proach in INL is to defer substantially to the judgment of our 
chiefs of mission in those countries and their country teams to tell 
us when these units, when these policing or law enforcement orga-
nizations are capable of making good use of the equipment. 

What we don’t want to do is come back and report to you that 
we have provided millions of dollars of equipment and cannot at 
this time account for it or tell you where it has gone. I predict that 
by the time you summon me here by the end of this year, I will 
be in a position to talk much more than just Tanzania and South 
Africa as recipients of equipment from INL. 

Ms. GRANGER. And I hope you will be. 
Mrs. Lowey. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
There has been a great deal of discussion this morning on the en-

forcement efforts to combat wildlife crime. And this is a serious 
part of the problem and one we all take very seriously. 

But with a challenge this varied and involving so many players, 
I hope the approach of the U.S. Government is balanced and broad. 
For example, we all know that the lack of economic prospects often 
drives communities to become complicit in poaching or resistant to 
enforcement of antipoaching laws. 

So from encouraging community conservation to reducing de-
mand and the economic benefits of poaching, how does our ap-
proach ensure that every angle of this problem is tackled? You can 
each decide who goes first. 

Mr. POSTEL. Thank you for your question. 
You are exactly right, there are all of these dimensions to it. 

And, of course, what happens is some in Washington, some in-coun-
try, where under the lead of our chief of mission they work with 
the government to look at what are the situations. And then also 
on the Washington side, we are looking and discussing with the 
whole interagency what are the situations in different countries. 
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The demand side is especially but not exclusively focused on 
Asia. We are the second biggest—our own country is the second 
largest source for illegal products—so obviously Fish and Wildlife, 
Department of Justice, and others are focusing on that part of the 
problem. And we are working in Asia on a number of demand re-
duction projects to help reduce the underlying demand. 

And as you said, another big part is the community, so that peo-
ple have alternative livelihoods. That is one of the areas where 
there has been a long track record. And in some countries where 
all the pieces of the puzzle come together there has been strong 
success; in Nepal and Namibia, in some spots in northern Kenya, 
and so forth. 

One of the things that has changed, as evidenced by the numbers 
that Representative Granger was mentioning, is that you have new 
players, and it is tied to very organized or sophisticated folks with 
heavy-duty weapons that are not local folks and have their own 
night vision goggles or whatever. 

So that is why we have got to work on all three, because some-
times they are overwhelming the community’s ability to do this. So 
we have to work on all three, you are exactly right. 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. And, Congresswoman, if I could just add two 
quick points. Part of the answer to your question as to how do we 
ensure that there is some degree of balance between what I would 
call the social and economic development side, which is to say, how 
to give communities in these vulnerable areas a stake in doing 
something other than poaching and butchering wildlife, connecting 
or balancing that with the law enforcement approach. 

By the way, a lesson that we have learned over 50 years in the 
counternarcotics area, and the lesson is there must be some degree 
of balance between the so-called soft side and the hard side. 

First, you are talking to two-thirds of the organizations that are 
responsible for managing this in our programs overseas: USAID, 
which obviously has a natural tilt towards the economic and social 
development side; INL, and the L of INL stands for law enforce-
ment, which speaks for itself; and missing from this group is Fish 
and Wildlife Service. We are the three who are in a sense trying 
to coordinate these programs and projects specifically overseas. 

Back here in Washington, we do it through the task force that 
was established as a result of the U.S. National Strategy. And the 
task force that focuses on this is driven by the State Department, 
the Department of Justice, and the Department of the Interior, co- 
chaired by the three of them. 

Our objective in each case is to talk these issues through—and 
we do talk. In fact, even when you will find that, say, USAID and 
INL are working with the same international partner, we are doing 
it with a different focus in each case as to what that partner would 
be responsible for doing. 

Because your fundamental assumption is right: If we do nothing 
but law enforcement, all that we are doing is driving these commu-
nities deeper underground to continue to do the same thing. And 
I would suggest the opposite is true as well. If all we do is commu-
nity development and alternative development for them with no 
consequences for wildlife poaching, they will continue to do it on 
their own time. 
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Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you very much. 
Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
I want to remind members that you have 5 minutes for your 

question and the responses from the witnesses also. Pay attention 
to that one. A yellow light on your timer or this timer right here 
will appear when you have 2 minutes remaining, and if time per-
mits we will have a second round. 

I will call on Mr. Diaz-Balart first. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. 
Administrator Postel, you mentioned the use of technology in 

fighting illegal trafficking and poaching. Do we have an idea of how 
successful that has been? And do you have an idea of what is work-
ing and what isn’t working? So in other words, are there bright 
spots and not-so-bright spots, and how do you do that? 

And if I may, let me just throw out the other question to Sec-
retary Brownfield, which is, what is the connection between the 
trades of poached animals or animal parts, unfortunately, and, for 
example the drug trafficking or human trafficking networks? Are 
they not in many cases some of the same networks? And what is 
our approach to then go after that in more of a holistic fashion? 

So with that, I will yield to both of you. 
Mr. POSTEL. Thank you for your question and your support of 

many of these foreign assistance programs and humanitarian pro-
grams.

The technology area is still evolving in a lot of organizations. It 
is not just Federal agencies, but NGOs and many other people are 
working and experimenting with different things. 

You might have seen Bryan Christy’s article, an investigative 
piece looking at trafficking in East Africa, where they used a lot 
of technology, a tracking device, satellites, and other things to actu-
ally track the path of illegal parts into hands that really shouldn’t 
be involved in this. 

So you see things like that. There are innovative data systems 
in place. We have supported several. There is one you can put right 
on your cell phone, and if any American or anybody is in Asia and 
they are in a market, they see something, or a policeman, they an-
swer about six questions, and it will immediately show them pic-
tures of things that it could come from and then guides them, this 
is illegal and a protected species and this isn’t. 

So it is an evolutionary process. There are some things that 
clearly work. Some people have successfully used DNA to try to get 
a sense of from where the animal parts originated. But I think 
there is room for a lot more innovation. That is why we do the Tech 
Challenge and a lot more monitoring evaluation, to really see what 
is going to scale and what is going to work. 

Thank you. 
Mr. BROWNFIELD. Congressman, while it is not my question to 

answer, I would mention one additional technological issue, which 
is kind of cool and I want to make sure that you all are aware of 
it.

And that is, beginning about 2 years ago, a professor at the Uni-
versity of Washington in Seattle worked on a project, a program 
that was designed to determine whether DNA taken from ivory, 
seized at final market somewhere in the United States, could actu-
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ally be backtracked to determine where that elephant or those ele-
phants originally came from. 

And then if he had enough of a survey to be able to study, to be 
able to then identify the hot spots where elephants were, in fact, 
being poached in large numbers and to be able to vector the law 
enforcement community into those areas. We are at the 2-year 
mark. And while it is still too soon to say whether this is, in fact, 
tactically a useful piece of technology, it is one of the coolest new 
ideas that have come out in our time. 

Drugs and wildlife trafficking. You make an obvious and correct 
point. Criminal trafficking organizations are criminal trafficking 
organizations. More often than not they corrupt and penetrate the 
same government officials, the same organizations. They have to 
move their product, whether it is firearms, drugs, people, or traf-
ficked wildlife, through the same airports, the same seaports, the 
same border crossings, and quite often the same organization is in-
volved in doing the same thing. 

Are we drawing together the larger Federal law enforcement 
community to working the issue? Yes, we are. But it is happening 
more on a country-by-country basis. 

Some of them, in fact, are quite advanced. Tanzania right now 
has a monthly wildlife trafficking meeting of the country team 
members who are involved in this line of work. And they coordi-
nate, so that, they determine if one particular Federal law enforce-
ment agency and its counterpart through a judicial wire intercept 
program has developed information that perhaps was designed to 
collect on drugs, but, in fact, revealed something related to wildlife 
trafficking, they make that known and made available to the Fish 
and Wildlife Service representative or whoever may be responsible 
for wildlife trafficking. 

I see more of that today than I would have seen 2 or 3 years ago, 
and at the end of the day it is becoming increasingly holistic, which 
is why I concluded my statement saying I actually think we are 
making progress in winning this race. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Mr. Ruppersberger. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. One of the issues as far as getting on top 

of the issue is that you need intelligence to find out who the people 
are, what they are using, what their resources are, and that is ex-
tremely important. The first question is, are you working or getting 
enough intelligence in these areas to deal with that? 

But the second thing, and I think this is really important, I 
think, to be used in the right way, and could be a little bit expen-
sive, but maybe there is a way that costs could be spread out, and 
that is using drones. Because these individuals don’t have geo-
graphical boundaries. And I know drones have been mentioned in 
your field. But I think one of the first issues might be the cost, but 
there are ways to deal with that cost. 

And do you have people on your team, on your staff that are 
working with the intelligence agencies to try to get as much as you 
can in that regard? 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Congressman, let me take the two questions in 
the order that you offered them. Intelligence. Writ large, you are 
correct. One, intelligence is absolutely essential. Lord knows we 
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have learned that lesson in the counternarcotics field for the last 
50 years. 

And second, we still need to make progress. When we got our 
first global intelligence assessment, a little bit less than 3 years 
ago, of where kind of the world is on the wildlife trafficking issue, 
my observation at that time was this is a starting point, but it is 
a pretty basic starting point. A lot of work still needs to be done 
there.

Where we have a much better story to tell, I believe, Congress-
man, is on a country-by-country basis where the U.S. Embassy has 
determined that this will be a priority. Countries like Kenya, Tan-
zania, South Africa, countries like Thailand, where the United 
States Embassy has said, for us this is a priority issue, bringing 
in then the law enforcement and intelligence community members 
and actually making them work together on this issue, there I 
think you do see very good local or countrywide progress. 

UAVs. I have been wrestling with UAVs generally on behalf of 
INL now for about a year and a half. A little over a year ago, we 
purchased three systems by the INL Air Wing, and we are in the 
process of testing them. But when I say testing, Congressman, I 
want you to understand, at this stage it is just figuring out how 
could we operate them, how many people would we need to deploy 
if we are going to deploy a UAV system, in what conditions can 
they fly, can they operate over water, must they be over land. 

We are still, in my opinion, which is not that of my Air Wing di-
rector, but we still have a few more of those questions to answer. 
This is, however, exactly the sort of thing where I would like to put 
UAVs against should we get to the position where we believe these 
are good, workable systems. 

But meanwhile, as you well know, a UAV system as a reconnais-
sance or intelligence collection system will work only so well as we 
are able then to get local host country law enforcement to react to 
the intelligence. It does little good to know that there is a poaching 
party at this specific location if we then cannot get a reaction to 
it.

So we have two sets of issues. The first one I am going to solve 
and I intend to have solved before we have reached springtime in 
Washington, DC. The second one requires continued working with 
rangers and host country law enforcement. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Just one suggestion. You don’t need to re-
invent the wheel. And I would think that we have a lot of successes 
in the intelligence field that use drones on a regular basis. You 
might want to reach out to those agencies to help you deal with 
that.

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Agreed. Agreed. 
Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Crenshaw. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. 
And thank you all. 
A couple questions. One is, you mentioned we have 35 new pro-

grams on top of 30 programs we already had. Maybe you could give 
us one or two real world examples of what those new programs are 
doing. There is a lot of money involved, and this is a serious prob-
lem. I want to know about our comprehensive programs. We know 
there is the demand side, we know there is the very highly profit-
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able production side, and we know there are weak local institu-
tions.

So of those 65 programs you have now, how much time and en-
ergy do you spend making sure you coordinate those so that they 
are not each running off on their own little plan? On those three 
big areas of demand, production, and weak institutions, where do 
you think the priority of those 65 programs is? 

Mr. POSTEL. Thank you for your question, and also thank you for 
your focus and leadership on making sure that foreign assistance 
is very effective. 

So in terms of the new programs and the distribution and every-
thing, so first of all let me describe from a couple different ways 
to slice the pie. So basically about two-thirds of them are focused 
on Africa, about 25 percent on Asia, with the rest Latin America 
and central programs like that transport partnership that I men-
tioned.

Looking at it another way, about 65 percent involves enforcement 
work, 25 to 30 percent on community-based work, and about 7 per-
cent on demand. That is by the dollars, but that can be deceptive, 
because, for instance, demand is not as financially intensive as 
some other activities. You are not necessarily buying equipment 
and things like that. So you can stretch the dollars further for the 
results. So it can be deceptive strictly by counting the dollars. 

Some examples. There is new work going out now in Asia on the 
demand side. For instance, in Vietnam one of the issues is that 
someone got the wrong idea that rhino horn would cure cancer. So 
the work there is focused on trying to correct those misconceptions. 
And there are other programs like that on the demand side. You 
heard about the hotline that I mentioned in terms of the fisheries 
in the Philippines. 

In Africa, in some cases it is a shift of geographies. As the chair-
woman mentioned, in Tanzania there has been this huge increase 
in the elephant slaughter. The situation within the country varies. 
In other words, up north where mainly the iconic parks are and 
things, that is not the area. That is a big traditional area where 
the activities were. That is not the big increase for the killing. The 
killing is down south. So some of the new programs are focused on 
that in terms of both trying to stop it on the enforcement and the 
policy side and also some work on trying to increase investment so 
the tourists not only go up north, but south. 

So those are a couple of quick examples. And in all of this, both 
our ambassadors lead on a country level the coordination across 
the agencies to make sure there is not duplication, as well as with 
the other people. The British are active in a number of countries, 
other donors. So we have to make sure that and the NGOs, it is 
all well coordinated, we don’t duplicate. 

And then of course, as the Ambassador and I both described, 
there are a lot of things done under the task force to make sure 
that there is no duplication or anything like that. I hope that gives 
a flavor of it. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Serrano. 
Mr. SERRANO. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
And thank you to our guests. 
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It is interesting how things change and for the better. Fifteen 
years ago this kind of a hearing there would have been the con-
servationists and the environmentalists against or aside from the 
group that feels the development gets too involved in everything, 
and yet we now realize that this is a bigger issue than we thought. 
This is not just about preserving wildlife; it is about keeping money 
out of terrorists’ hands. And so terrorists, being who they are, find 
any possible way to look for money. 

I just did a Google search, and all I did was ‘‘wildlife trafficking 
images.’’ And no matter how many times you see this, you can’t get 
used to it, the hundreds and hundreds and hundreds of photo-
graphs of just lions’ heads and elephants torn to pieces and just for 
the sake of making money, you know, as if they were not part of 
our Earth and our land. And it is a scary thought, but it is just 
something that we deal with. 

Let me deviate from my original questions here to ask you a 
question that someone might have asked but I missed. We always 
think of Africa, we think of Asia, but this also happens in Latin 
America, doesn’t it? Can you comment on that, please? 

Mr. POSTEL. Thank you for your question and your longstanding 
interest in Africa and other areas. 

So it is absolutely also a problem in Latin America in a number 
of areas. Obviously, there is the whole illegal logging that goes on 
throughout the Amazon, and there are many species all through 
the Amazon Basin. So there is a lot of work to be done there as 
well.

Mr. SERRANO. And the logging then affects the species also, is 
that what you are saying? 

Mr. POSTEL. Yes. I mean, if people are wholesale cutting down 
the forest and destroying the entire ecosystem, all the different 
species have nowhere to go, nowhere to feed, and so forth. So there 
are linkages. And also it is just another form of the same crimi-
nality and these chains of people that work on all different forms 
of contraband. 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Congressman, if I might add from the law en-
forcement perspective. 

Mr. SERRANO. Sure. 
Mr. BROWNFIELD. One of the lessons that we have learned, and 

this kind of builds on Congressman Diaz-Balart’s question earlier 
on, is that the trafficking organizations do actually overlap and 
connect. And it is not just drugs and wildlife. We have also learned 
that illegal logging, illegal mining, and the organizations that traf-
fic that product are, in fact, tied in, in places, to wildlife trafficking 
as well. 

And we have also learned that with certain governments, it is 
easier to get their buy-in, their enthusiasm, their support for ef-
forts to counter and combat wildlife trafficking if we tie it to some-
thing that from their perspective is a money loser for them. 

Peru, as an example, Peru is a country which believes it is suf-
fering from a serious illegal mining and illegal logging problem. 
When we tie what we want to do on wildlife trafficking to that, we 
get much more support and enthusiasm from them, and we are 
able to train law enforcement organizations basically as 
antitrafficking organizations. 
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If I could add to what you were saying and what the good Dr. 
Postel was saying in terms of our thinking for the future, when we 
got our fiscal year 2016 appropriation and we began to think of 
where the directions we would be moving on wildlife trafficking— 
and you will know if I get some of these wrong if someone behind 
me hits me in the back of the head—I said: So where should we 
be expanding or moving beyond our basic East and Southern Africa 
base and Southeast Asia base? 

My thinking is to expand more into Africa, up to and including 
West Africa; expand into Latin America, where you correctly note 
there are serious wildlife trafficking issues in Latin America, par-
ticularly South America; and expand into other areas, particularly 
in the financial systems and money-laundering processes of the 
wildlife trafficking organizations. 

When next summoned up here, I look forward to describing our 
thinking in terms of where we will be adding and increasing our 
efforts in this calendar year. 

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Fortenberry. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Thank you, gentlemen, for your testimony today. 
Ms. GRANGER. Just a second. 
Mr. SERRANO. I just wanted to make a quick ending comment. 

While it is important for us, as we always do, to criticize our own 
efforts and the efforts of the State Department and other groups, 
it is interesting to note that on this particular issue our govern-
ment has been way ahead. 

Years ago—and this is something Mr. Diaz-Balart may be aware 
of—years ago, before we even thought of having any kind of getting 
close to Cuba, there was work between the Bronx Zoo, the Wildlife 
Conservation Society, and Cuban authorities, not in the govern-
ment but in the civil society, on preservation of species and so on. 
So in that area we were probably way ahead of ourselves, but we 
still have to catch up with this new wave now. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. If the gentlewoman will yield for 5 seconds. It 

has always been clear that the Cuban regime treats animals much 
better than they treat their own people. I agree with you. 

Mr. SERRANO. Boy, did I leave myself open for that. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
To Mr. Serrano’s comment, this is one of these issues, these con-

cerns, problems that transcends boundaries. Conservation is the 
most conservative ideal, it is a progressive ideal. There is signifi-
cant unity around the dynamic of not watching or sitting by idly 
while majestic animals are slaughtered for no reason, and then the 
connectedness that we have to not only international trafficking 
and the money flows that go to nefarious activities, but also the tie 
to the loss of a vision of sustainable-type development for other 
peoples.

To that end, I appreciated your comments that there is this bal-
ance here between enforcement and community development. An 
overemphasis on either one is going to undermine the interdepend-
ency that is necessary between those two entities to actually 
achieve the goals. I think that is a thoughtful comment. 
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In this regard, a number of us met last year, late last year, with 
several CEOs of major corporations, including Wal-Mart, and Har-
rison Ford, Han Solo, was there as well. Anyway, big investment 
on their part in trying to petition us to think creatively about con-
servation in a bipartisan fashion. 

One of the things I pointed out—the comments were particularly 
directed to the head of Wal-Mart—is that you do significant busi-
ness in China, major, major manufacturing integration into China. 
Now, you look at us as government officials as having the ability 
to create the narratives for societal governance, but you may have 
potentially more power than we do. 

Given that China is one of the largest places for demand for ille-
gal ivory, and I noted that you pointed out in your testimony that 
President Obama and the Chinese President apparently agreed 
that China would stop importing and exporting this, I would like 
you to unpack that further, because I don’t think that is very well 
known.

And then the second part of the question would be the role that 
international business can play in trying to again recreate a nar-
rative, as we have done around many other important social initia-
tives, that this must be stopped. 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. If I may start, Dr. Postel. 
First, Congressman, I could not agree with you or every other 

member of this subcommittee, because you have all referred to this 
directly or indirectly in your comments, that it is absolutely essen-
tial that we have partners, partners being other governments, part-
ners being international organizations, partners being NGOs, 
whether they are global in nature or regional in nature, partners 
being the international or the U.S. business community. 

If we are not working with those partners, we are at a min-
imum—at a minimum—failing to make use of a very effective 
means to multiply the impact of whatever we are doing. And that 
would at least be stupid. And I would hate to be accused of stu-
pidity unless I truly was intending to be stupid, which if you listen 
to my wife, happens at least 10 or 15 times a day. 

Second, China, and thank you for waiting until well into this 
hearing before we move into the issue, which I would call the 800- 
pound gorilla, who is actually not in the room but that is very 
much at play here. 

Working with the Chinese on this issue, something that I have 
been doing now for nearly 4 years, is a slow process. We work with 
them through their law enforcement organizations and institutions. 

My own summary would be, in 4 years we have moved from 
something that they are not willing to talk about at all to some-
thing that they are willing to acknowledge is an issue and that 
they have taken some ownership of. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. What about this—I am sorry, the time is run-
ning out—what about this agreement? What level of agreement 
was reached? Would you explain that? 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. In September of last year, during President 
Xi’s visit, President Obama and President Xi agreed that they 
would take steps to eliminate the commercial trafficking in ivory. 
Important because China today is overwhelmingly the largest mar-
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ket for ivory in the world. And, as Mr. Postel has pointed out, we 
are not blameless in this regard as well. 

Two months later, at something called the U.S.-China Joint Liai-
son Group on Law Enforcement, which I co-chair, we got the Chi-
nese—this is their Ministry of Public Security and their Customs 
Service—to agree that we would form a working group to develop 
details on how we would work to make this happen. 

Now, with many countries in the world you would say this 
sounds laughably little to have accomplished. With China it is, I 
would say, a step in the right direction. Also in the course of last 
year, for the first time they did a public ivory crush, where they, 
in public, before the media, with hundreds of people watching, did 
destroy beyond possibility of reuse a substantial amount of ivory. 

Does that stop the problem? No. Is it symbolic and therefore has 
at least some potential impact on their own officials and their own 
criminal elements? Yes. 

I would describe the Chinese issue as a work in progress. It is 
moving in the right direction. It is by no means moving as fast as 
we wish it would, and we still have a lot of work to do before we 
are both going to be in a position to say we are satisfied with 
where we are with China. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Mr. Stewart. 
Mr. STEWART. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. 
And to the witnesses, for many years of service. It is something 

that I think many of us feel important but underappreciate it, 
which has been said here a number of times. I actually want to 
take just a second and tell you why I am interested particularly on 
the subject. One of them is I am just a recent convert to this, the 
beauty and really magnificence of these animals in this area. 

My wife and I spent, I don’t know, 8 or 9 days in Africa last sum-
mer. It was a life-changing experience, particularly for my wife. 

I also sit on the Intelligence Committee. Africa is my area of as-
signed responsibility. I spend a lot of time in Africa, not, obviously, 
dealing with this issue, but with some of the more troubling as-
pects that that continent is dealing with in Al Shabaab and Boko 
Haram and others. 

Which leads me to my question. 
Ms. GRANGER. Can you just hold just a second? We are having 

a hard time hearing. Could you turn the mike up? 
Mr. STEWART. Yes. Well, I have such a big, booming voice. 
Ms. GRANGER. Ok. Would you speak a little bit louder? 
Mr. STEWART. Yes, ma’am, I will. 
Ms. GRANGER. We don’t want to miss any of the words. 
Mr. STEWART. OK. Thank you. Is that a little better? 
I was there last spring and saw some operations against Al 

Shabaab and also Boko Haram, and the numbers of this are fairly 
startling. You know, what an animal is worth—and I will use Al 
Shabaab and some of the information that we have here from other 
sources, not provided by either of you—but they may receive some-
thing between $200,000 or $400,000 or maybe $600,000 a month on 
illegal ivory alone. 

Let’s use the middle figure, $400,000. They pay their soldiers 
about $300 a month, which in the scale of things is actually fairly 
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high. ISIS is paying their soldiers about $150 a month or some-
thing like that. But using that $400,000 a month figure, you are 
paying for something like 1,300 soldiers, full-time soldiers to fight 
in your army. It is a meaningful national security consideration, 
and we haven’t talked about that much. 

Would you be able to respond quickly to two questions. Number 
one, because of this, Congress has considered withdrawing or with-
holding military aid to countries who we believe are not being our 
partner in trying to minimize or eliminate this trafficking. Is that 
a good idea or does that make it worse? And would you also ad-
dress are there other terrorist organizations that we know are prof-
iting from this as well and give us a sense of how much it means 
to them? 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Why don’t I take a quick bite at that, Con-
gressman.

I would say, first, you have vectored in on one of the two organi-
zations that are listed under our Foreign Terrorist Organizations 
proscribed list that we are confident and say publicly are engaged 
in wildlife trafficking. That is Al Shabaab. The other, by the way, 
is the Lord’s Resistance Army further down to the south in the Af-
rican continent. 

Mr. STEWART. So that answers my second question. You think it 
is only those two organizations? 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. But I want to be careful that I have stated it 
in a way that makes sense. Those are the two that we are prepared 
to say are, in our judgment, unquestionably involved in this. 

Are there other organizations that may be? Yes, there are. My 
problem is I don’t want to ring alarm bells if I can’t then offer clear 
evidence as to why it is that we believe these other organizations, 
some in Africa, some elsewhere, are involved. 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. Ambassador, I have to tell you that I believe 
that there are. And in another setting I think you and I would 
agree that there is strong evidence. 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. I believe it is possible as well. And, in fact, 
that is why I wanted to choose my words carefully. 

Mr. STEWART. I understand. 
Mr. BROWNFIELD. And what Al Shabaab does, by the way, which 

is very similar to what the FARC used to do in Colombia on drugs, 
and that is it taxes. It taxes the trafficking organizations as they 
move the product through their territory, particularly through sea-
ports and border crossings where they have some degree of influ-
ence and control. And they do make a substantial amount of money 
out there. 

Mr. STEWART. Very effective middleman. 
I am running short on time. Do you believe we should withdraw 

aid?
Mr. BROWNFIELD. And sanctions is a good question. You all pay 

me the big bucks to offer you my own judgment in terms of how 
we can accomplish what we want to accomplish internationally. 
Here is my judgment. I believe we already have some sanctions 
tools related to terrorism and support for or accepting the presence 
of terrorist organizations that are probably adequate to the task. 

My concern on unilateral sanctions tied to wildlife trafficking is 
that it will, as happens with sanctions on trafficking in persons, 
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sanctions on drugs, turn a chunk of the international consensus 
that we have against us. 

I have no objection to sanctions of governments that are clearly 
tolerating and complicit in this. What I would want, however, is a 
tool that allows us to be very selective and very careful on how we 
apply those sanctions. I would like to have a broader conversation 
on this when we have another option. 

Mr. STEWART. Well, and maybe I will conclude by saying thank 
you. And I would like to follow up with you on that, because I rec-
ognize sanctions are a two-edged sword, that many times there are 
unintended consequences that come from that. But I think it might 
be a tool that we may be forced to implement here in a more ag-
gressive way. But, again, Mr. Ambassador, I would like your 
thoughts at another time if we could. 

Madam Chairwoman, I yield back. 
Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Mr. Dent. 
Mr. DENT. Thanks, Madam Chair. I apologize for being in and 

out of this meeting. I had some pressing business. 
But it is encouraging to hear about all your efforts to build ca-

pacity and to provide training and equipment to law enforcement 
engaged in combatting wildlife trafficking. 

Can you point to any specific law enforcement operations that 
have been especially impactful? 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. In fact, Congressman, I can, and I would like 
to offer you four specific examples of operations that have actually 
produced measurable and concrete results. 

First, and we did the first of these in the year 2013, an inter-
national operation that involves more than 20 different govern-
ments called Operation Cobra. And you will be stunned to learn 
that it goes Cobra I, Cobra II, Cobra III, and Cobra IV. 

Each one has generated, up to this point, I think we are probably 
well over 400 individuals arrested. I have lost track of the number 
of tons of illicit product or animals that have been seized and the 
number of individuals and organizations that have been arrested 
for prosecution. That, by the way, is Asia, Africa, Europe, and the 
United States. 

A second operation is one that has been working only in the 
course of the past year and is Africa based, and it is called Oper-
ation Worthy. This particular operation has involved Uganda, Tan-
zania, and Kenya. And it, in fact, has produced nearly 400 arrests, 
4.4 tons seized, and a good number of organizations taken down. 

A third operation, which is U.S. focused and U.S. internal, al-
though focused on international organizations, is called Operation 
Crash, that is led by the Department of Justice and the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. And it also has nailed in the course of this 
past year more than 20 successful prosecutions and more than $5.5 
million worth of assets seized. 

And finally, something that they have done themselves but they 
have done it with our equipment, our training, and our organiza-
tions created, the Philippine maritime service, in the course of 
2015, has conducted operations vectored on wildlife trafficking; 
that is to say product being moved in or out. They have seized 23 
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vessels and they have seized more than $2.2 million worth of as-
sets.

Four specific operations that we can point to and say these are, 
at least to some extent, the result of our support and our training, 
assistance, and equipment. 

Mr. DENT. Most law enforcement actions you mentioned, I think 
you said Tanzania, Uganda, and Kenya, what are the other major 
countries where you have had these law enforcement operations? 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. The Operation Cobra originally started as an 
operation focused on East Asia and Southeast Asia. It expanded to 
include parts of Central—I guess we call it Central Asia, Nepal. 
And, in fact, as the pipelines and the logistical lines passed 
through both Europe and Africa, we expanded into some of the 
source countries in Africa, such as South Africa, such as Kenya, 
such as Tanzania. 

And on the U.S. and the North America side, of course, we are 
dealing with the markets. 

Mr. DENT. My time has expired. I appreciate it. And I just have 
to tell you, you have got a great voice for radio. You must do voice- 
overs. You don’t have to answer a question. 

Thank you. 
Mr. BROWNFIELD. Make me an offer, Congressman. 
Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. We have time for a short round. 
And, Mr. Ambassador, if you will see that light right there, it 

will tell you when the time is up. 
I just have one short question because it was mentioned earlier 

about when we have huge amounts of ivory and the decision to de-
stroy all that ivory. What was the result of that? It was confusing 
to me because I would think if we have all this ivory then it could 
slow down the need because the ivory is already there. They said, 
no, the intention, what happens is when you destroy it, it helps 
stop the poaching. And I didn’t understand that. 

Is it successful? You mentioned one in China, but there have 
been several that are just enormous. 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Yeah. Madam Chairwoman, there have, in 
fact, been several here in the United States of America as well. I 
will give you the law enforcement theory behind the ivory crush, 
and that is, if you take ivory completely out of any commercial 
value whatsoever, you have the impact of discouraging the criminal 
networks from continuing to poach and acquire additional ivory. 

Now, there is a counterargument to that, and you hear this fre-
quently in the conservation community, by governments who say 
the ivory has already been poached and by destroying it we are 
merely creating a requirement for more ivory. 

My own view, based upon my experience on working the drug 
issue, is hit the network at every point in the chain, including 
eliminating the product at market, because it sends a clear and un-
equivocal message to everyone, from the initial poacher up to the 
person who is selling the ivory illegally on the streets of New York, 
that, in fact, they will be stopped wherever they are on the chain. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Just something you would like to add to that? 
Mrs. Lowey. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you very much. 
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I just wanted to follow up. We have talked a little bit about what 
China is doing in the big crush. I think it was in September that 
the Chinese President was here and they announced their commit-
ment to a nearly complete ban on ivory import and export. 

If either of you would just focus on that for a minute. I was inter-
ested in what specific steps have been taken since that announce-
ment, and are there examples domestically or on the part of the 
Chinese Government that indicate whether this pledge is being 
taken seriously? And what about other markets, especially in Asia? 

So I would like to hear some more about the Chinese enforce-
ment, the cooperation with China, other than the big crush that 
happened, if you could. 

Mr. POSTEL. I will start it. Thank you for the question. 
We have seen work going on there both on the official side as 

well as by civil society, and I think both are equally important. 
One thing that can’t be attributed strictly to the crush, but there 

seems to be some evidence that progress is being made, because 
the price of ivory in the illegal market in China has fallen 50 per-
cent in the last 18 months. 

And some of that is just getting consumers to understand that. 
A lot of Chinese don’t even know where the ivory comes from. That 
is why there are so many on the civilian side, so many efforts, 
whether it is Chinese actresses tweeting a picture of a butchered 
elephant, so people understand. 

I don’t know if you will see it, but this is a picture of Yao Ming 
in the Bangkok airport in Mandarin sponsored by us as part of a 
whole campaign where the point is to tell the tourists, you know, 
that this is not a good thing to be done. 

So the government is pledging some things, and, of course, there 
is ivory, but also the government pledged in other areas. They have 
banned shark’s fin soup from all their official government ban-
quets. And there is a whole range of species on which we have to 
work with them. 

So there are concrete steps. But as the Ambassador said, it is a 
grind. It is slow. But, fortunately, sometimes they are wanting to 
follow what we are doing. So they were very pleased to brag about 
their crush, having matched our crush. And so sometimes our ac-
tions are another goad for them. 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Congresswoman, you asked specifically what 
have they done since the September announcement by the two 
Presidents. I would offer three things. First, the crush that we 
have talked about. In their defense, they did it publicly and it is 
something they have never done before. Second, 2 months later 
they did agree to establishing with us a bilateral working group 
among law enforcement officials to work this issue and put more 
flesh on the commitment that they made at the Presidential level. 
And third, they have not yet promulgated but released for circula-
tion and consideration a new wildlife trafficking law. 

It has been reviewed by many people of the entire conservation 
community. I will not speak for everyone. What I would describe 
the law, as I have read it and understood it so far, is it moves in 
the right direction in some ways, in the wrong direction in some 
ways, and it unquestionably does not go as far as we wish it would 
go.
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Mrs. LOWEY. Just one last comment, because I have seen many 
working groups being established. Anything specific coming out of 
it, or are they going to take a year to study it again? 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. It is joint, Congresswoman, so my guess is we 
will be able to push it to a certain extent. The question will be how 
far are they willing to go. What I will commit to you is we will 
push them as far as we can push them and we will see how far 
they are willing to go to comply with their own President’s commit-
ments on this issue. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Well, since it is almost the red light, so I guess you 
are not convinced of the seriousness of their commitment. And I 
know we both look forward to following up on this issue, and I 
thank you. 

Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Mr. Fortenberry. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. One quick follow-up as well. You talked about 

the necessity of ongoing partnerships, NGOs, business, and other-
wise. But what other governments are engaged in this with re-
source assistance? You said the British. Are there other nations 
that have elevated this problem and have put resources to it, other 
than the ones where the problem exists? 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Congressman, I would give you lists in two cat-
egories. First, obviously, are the partner nations that are actually 
the source nations themselves. And the cooperation there is us try-
ing to facilitate, build capacity, train or equip, and they would be— 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Yes. I don’t think source nation is the right 
word. Beyond the source nations. 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. You are talking about donors, others who are 
prepared to participate in this as members of the international 
community.

The European Union as a whole participates in this. The British 
are in the lead in terms of who within the European Union are 
most focused on it. However, I am prepared to say good things— 
to a degree—about the French, about the Germans, about the 
Spanish, and about the Italians in terms of having stepped up to 
the plate to some extent. 

Canada is playing a useful role, and in some specific areas 
Japan. We bump into issues on Japan because in one area, whal-
ing, they clearly are not participating in a helpful manner; in other 
areas they are. And in Southeast Asia, I have found at least one 
government—and probably two—and that is Thailand and Indo-
nesia are playing both a helpful and energetic role putting some 
money, but more than that being willing to cooperate with NGOs, 
other governments, and international organizations that are trying 
to address the problem. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. And where is this momentum coming from? 
Is it coming from us? 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. I would suggest, first, I want to give the con-
servation community full credit. And since the era, I guess, of 
Theodore Roosevelt, they have, in fact, been doing exceptionally 
good work. There is no one on the planet who does not respect the 
conservation community and there is a reason for that. So I give 
them credit. 
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Mr. FORTENBERRY. But it does seem like all of these initiatives 
are very new, government-to-government initiatives and NGO ini-
tiatives are new. So momentum for this is being driven somewhere. 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Yes. And I don’t disagree with your assessment 
that the momentum is probably coming more by pushing from us 
than from any other identifiable government or organization. I just 
don’t want to dismiss the efforts of others because at the end of the 
day we need them. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. No, I am just looking for information. It is not 
some sort of judgment. I am just curious as to how this is hap-
pening and for the potential of what you have talked about in 
terms of problem solving and partnership with others. Because that 
is going to be obviously a necessary outcome in order to correct this 
problem.

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Because part of the solution—and I will do this 
in only 15 seconds—is we do have to keep the international com-
munity and specifically the United Nations engaged. If we can get 
through collective action certain activities to be made criminal 
around the world so that wherever you are doing it you are in vio-
lation of the law, it is going to make it a lot easier for us to get 
all governments of the world to cooperate. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you. 
Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Mr. POSTEL. Just to supplement two quick things. One other 

group that is pivoting is the Global Environmental Fund, and they 
traditionally didn’t work in that area and they are pivoting. 

And I think the other driver, in addition to everybody who was 
mentioned, is simply because of the connection on the security side, 
which is you have new voices coming to the table and saying, you 
know, this was important not just for conservation but for other 
reasons. And that is another driver that is affecting the British and 
ourselves and others. 

Ms. GRANGER. I thank the witnesses for appearing before the 
subcommittee today. Members may submit any additional ques-
tions for the record. 

The Subcommittee on State, Foreign Operations, and Related 
Programs stands adjourned. 
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OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRWOMAN GRANGER

Ms. GRANGER. The Subcommittee on State and Foreign Oper-
ations and Related Programs will come to order. I want to welcome 
our witnesses. Thank you for appearing here today for this over-
sight hearing on U.S. engagement in Central America. For many 
years, this subcommittee has provided funds for our partners 
throughout Latin America. Without question, we know that what 
happens in these countries has an impact on the United States; our 
economies, our security, and even our health are closely linked. 

The latest example of this is the outbreak of the Zika virus, 
which is spreading explosively in the hemisphere, according to the 
World Health Organization. We want to hear from our witnesses 
about what the administration is doing to address the Zika virus 
in the region. 

Our countries are also connected because of migration. This 
spring will mark 2 years since the crisis at our southern border 
reached historic proportions. Members of this committee and a task 
force I led for the Speaker took notice. We worked together to ad-
dress the unprecedented number of unaccompanied children arriv-
ing from Central America. But we know more needs to be done. 

According to the Department of Homeland Security, more than 
68,000 unaccompanied minors were apprehended in 2014. More 
than three-quarters of them are from El Salvador, Guatemala, and 
Honduras. Another 40,000 more were apprehended last year. One 
reason these numbers decreased last year is because Mexico 
stepped up its efforts to apprehend minors from Central America 
before they reached the United States. In fiscal year 2015, more 
than 16,000 were detained by Mexico, and 13,000 were returned. 
Compare that to less than 2,000 removed by the U.S. Immigration 
and Customs Enforcement over the same period. 

Mexico’s increased border security, which the United States has 
long supported through funds in our bill, is making a difference. 
While a total number of unaccompanied children arriving at the 
southwest border went down in fiscal year 2015, there has been a 
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disturbing spike in the last few months. Administration officials 
have pointed to recent enforcement actions that may help reverse 
this trend, yet the number of children apprehended in January was 
still significantly higher than the same month last year. We must 
do more to address this problem where it starts. 

I have heard firsthand from leaders in Central American coun-
tries that they want their children back. We need to continue to 
work with these governments to return these children safely, and 
to keep more from making the extremely dangerous journey to the 
United States. 

The Central American countries have already taken a number of 
steps on their own. Guatemala passed a law increasing penalties 
on human smuggling. Honduras continued to crack down on drug 
traffickers and extradite fugitives to the United States. El Sal-
vador, which is one of the most violent countries in the world, has 
started to implement a broad security plan in its most dangerous 
cities. These are steps in the right direction, but they require fol-
low-through.

The fiscal year 2016 State and Foreign Operations bill, provided 
$750 million in assistance to Central America; there are tough con-
ditions on this aid. The countries must show they are improving 
border security, addressing corruption, and countering gangs, drug 
traffickers and organized crime. 

The fiscal year 2017 budget request includes $750 million in this 
subcommittee’s jurisdiction for Central America. Before additional 
funds will be considered, the administration must demonstrate how 
the funds already provided will address the violence; the lack of op-
portunity contributing to the migration problem, and that these 
countries are meeting the conditions in our bill. 

Congress and the American people are expecting results. While 
the United States has a critical role to play in Central America’s 
success, we should not do this alone. Other countries in the region 
have expertise, such as Colombia and Mexico. We should continue 
to encourage partnerships between these countries and El Sal-
vador, Guatemala, and Honduras. We also need to ensure that 
other countries in the region facing their own security challenges, 
such as Costa Rica, receive our help. I look forward to hearing from 
our witnesses today on these very important issues, and I will now 
turn to the ranking member and my good friend, Mrs. Lowey, for 
her opening remarks. 
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OPENING STATEMENT OF MRS. LOWEY

Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you, Madam Chair. Assistant Secretary 
Brownfield, Deputy Assistant Secretary Palmieri, Acting Assistant 
Administrator Hogan, I join Chairman Granger in welcoming you 
today.

The news is often dominated by the devastating war in Syria and 
the resulting refugee crisis engulfing the Middle East and much of 
Europe. At the same time, but with less attention, we face another 
deplorable humanitarian tragedy in our own hemisphere. Horrific 
levels of violence, abject poverty, weak government, plague the 
countries of Central America. Half of the populations live in pov-
erty and 30 to 40 percent is underemployed. 

Last year, El Salvador surpassed Honduras with the world’s 
highest homicide rate: a 70 percent increase over 2014 levels. It 
has the highest concentration of gang members per capita in the 
region.

In Honduras, the military police continue to eclipse civilian police 
in most law enforcement operations despite a long history of impu-
nity and abuse by the military against civilians. 

In Guatemala, a shameless tax fraud scandal robbed the Guate-
malan people of millions of dollars, and, finally, led to the Presi-
dent’s resignation. Yet, the country is now led by an inexperienced 
former comedian with questionable ties to ex-military officials. 

It is little wonder that more than 70,000 unaccompanied minors 
tried to flee these three countries and cross into the U.S. during 
the summer of 2014, and why the numbers of children and families 
apprehended at our southwest border increased this past fall and 
winter, a time when numbers typically decrease. 

Until the underlying conditions driving migration change, I fear 
desperate Central Americans will continue to believe that fleeing to 
the United States is not any more dangerous or uncertain than 
staying home. That is why we have a clear, national security inter-
est as well as a moral obligation to address this crisis. There was 
broad bipartisan support for substantially increasing assistance to 
the region in last year omnibus, which is an important first step. 

Now, we must allocate the resources wisely and prioritize good 
governance, the rule of law, education, job creation, and citizen se-
curity. Our response cannot rely solely on U.S. immigration en-
forcement efforts or those by our Mexican partners. I hope your tes-
timonies will detail how the U.S. will scale up programs in the re-
gion and address what can realistically be accomplished this year. 

Additionally, I hope you will comment on what progress the three 
countries have made since announcing their Alliance for Prosperity 
plan. When will we see measurable results on security, justice re-
form, corruption, and tax collection? I also hope you will address 
deeply concerning accounts by human rights groups and local 
media of corruption, human trafficking, and other abuses against 
those apprehended and deported. 

To what extent are you working with the Mexican Government 
to increase humanitarian assistance and migrant protection? Are 
your efforts including rehabilitation services in the three countries? 
This refugee crisis is caused by dehumanizing levels of poverty, vio-
lence, gang activity, and failed governance. Congress and the ad-
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ministration must work together in a bipartisan manner to build 
partners on the ground, empower civil society, protect human 
rights, and defeat criminals. I do believe this can be achieved, but 
it is going to take leadership, vigilance, and wise allocation of re-
sources. I look forward to your testimony. 

Ms. GRANGER. Are there other opening statements? I will now 
call on the witnesses to give their opening statements. All right. 
Ambassador Brownfield. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF AMBASSADOR BROWNFIELD

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Sure thing, Madam Chairwoman. And I will be 
excruciatingly brief. Madam Chairwoman, Ranking Member Lowey, 
members of the subcommittee, thank you for this opportunity. 

I will skip the first page of my remarks by saying we all under-
stand basically the nature of the challenges that are before us from 
Central America. We, from INL on the security front, believe we 
have developed a three-part strategy to address those challenges: 
a bottom-up approach to create greater community policing; a top- 
down approach to produce reforms and professionalization in the 
rule of law and law enforcement institutions; and operational sup-
port for law enforcement in the region. 

We believe we have programs now that address those issues; the 
place-based strategy in the 25 sites that are currently underway; 
what we are working with the Colombia assistance program; the 
CAPRI police training program based in Panama; regional border 
police training; Justice Department’s regional legal advisers; 
COMPSTAT policing in Costa Rica and in Panama; and vetted 
units through all of the major problem countries in Central Amer-
ica. We believe they are producing results. 

Madam Chairwoman, I would suggest that we have, in our opin-
ion, a strategy, programs to deliver on that strategy, and results 
which we can discuss in this hearing. I thank you very much, and 
I look forward to your questions. 

[The information follows:] 
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OPENING STATEMENT OF MR. PALMIERI

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Palmieri, please. 
Mr. PALMIERI. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman, Mrs. Lowey, and 

the members of the committee for the support that you have given 
to our shared efforts in Central America to address these under-
lying conditions. Today’s discussion is an essential part in achiev-
ing the security governance and economic progress that we all col-
lectively hope to see in Central America. The U.S. strategy for en-
gagement in Central America focuses on three pillars of action: se-
curity, governance, and prosperity. We designed it as a multiyear 
strategy that complements the four strategic lines of action of the 
Alliance for Prosperity, the plan of the Northern Triangle govern-
ments.

The $750 million appropriated by Congress in fiscal year 2016 
demonstrates the commitment and efforts we have to work with 
the Northern Triangle leaders to address these systemic chal-
lenges. At the same time, we have a responsibility to the U.S. Con-
gress to fulfill the 2016 criteria outlined in the appropriations law. 

We began work already with the three governments on an ambi-
tious and concrete plan for 2016, which will help us ensure we 
meet the conditions for the continued support of the U.S. Congress 
for the strategy in the Alliance for Prosperity. I look forward to an-
swering your questions. 

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. Ms. Hogan, you are now recognized. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF MS. HOGAN

Ms. HOGAN. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman, Ranking Member 
Lowey, and distinguished members of the subcommittee. Thank 
you for the invitation to testify today. I am grateful for your sup-
port of USAID’s work in Latin America and the Caribbean, and I 
am pleased to update you on our efforts in Central America. 

I would like to focus on what USAID is doing to help address the 
challenges the region faces. We see prosperity, improved govern-
ance and security, which are the objectives of the strategy for en-
gagement in Central America as interdependent. We know that 
opening doors to employment and education for citizens, especially 
youths at risk of gang recruitment, crime, and violence, will bolster 
our efforts in security and lead to freer and more prosperous soci-
eties. That is why our prosperity programs include efforts to sup-
port small businesses and entrepreneurs, encourage private invest-
ment, train youths in marketable job skills, and improve agricul-
tural productivity. In El Salvador, for example, we have helped 
10,000 small- and medium-sized companies exceed $100 million in 
domestic sales and exports and create over 15,000 new jobs, 49 per-
cent of which have gone to women. 

And in Honduras, our Feed the Future investments resulted in 
a 55 percent increase in incomes for more than 180,000 of the pro-
gram’s beneficiaries, some of the country’s poorest people. These ef-
forts to foster prosperity are only sustainable in an environment 
where democratic values and institutions flourish, where citizens 
can depend on basic social services, where impunity is reduced and 
civil society and the media can play their rightful roles. To that 
end, USAID governance programs include help to reform institu-
tions to root out corruption, strengthen civil society’s ability to hold 
governments accountable, improve financial transparency. 

For example, in Guatemala, we have supported the National 
Forensics Institute since its inception in 2007. This body is playing 
an instrumental role in collecting and analyzing the evidence that 
led to the indictment of the former president and vice president on 
corruption charges. 

Ultimately, none of our efforts in prosperity in governance will 
take root in societies that are plagued by insecurity. As you have 
heard, the heart of our security work is youth-focused, as we invest 
in programs that reach those that are most at risk of gang recruit-
ment, crime, and violence. We are using tested approaches in the 
most violent-prone communities to create safe community spaces, 
provide job and life-skill training, and build trusts between police 
and residents. 

Already, we are seeing results of our crime prevention activities 
in El Salvador, where our initial analysis points to a 66 percent 
drop in homicide in the 76 communities where USAID targets its 
programming. This is all the more remarkable, given the country’s 
70 percent increase in homicides over the same period. To extend 
the impact of USAID’s investments, we are forming partnerships 
with the private sector. 

We currently have 60 private-sector partners in the Northern 
Triangle from whom we have leveraged $150 million in support of 
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our work with at-risk youth and our efforts to increase food secu-
rity and grow incomes. USAID is well-prepared to implement the 
new strategy, and we are committed to efficient, effective, and 
transparent oversight of our programs. We use a full range of mon-
itoring and evaluation tools. We are commissioning external impact 
studies to better inform our development work and we have estab-
lished 5-year strategic plans in each of our field offices. 

In short, we are collecting hard data to inform our future pro-
gramming so that we can take advantage of what works, and intro-
duce new evidence-based programs. 

In conclusion, we believe that with policy reforms and increased 
investments on the part of the Northern Triangle governments, 
coupled with our new and innovative programming, the U.S. Gov-
ernment is well poised to achieve success. 

Thank you, Chairwoman Granger and the committee, for your 
support and leadership on the U.S. engagement in the Northern 
Triangle and I look forward to your questions. 

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. GRANGER. Thank you very much. Would you go back to your 
statement to what you said about El Salvador and the violence that 
was happening there, specifically the numbers? 

Ms. HOGAN. Right. Last year, El Salvador saw a 70 percent in-
crease in homicides nationwide. National police statistics that have 
been provided to USAID indicate that in the 76 communities where 
we have active community-level programs for crime and violence 
prevention, we have seen a 66 percent drop in homicide in those 
communities.

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. I just want to make sure that I under-
stood that. Of course, we are very concerned about what is hap-
pening and very hopeful about the plans for the Northern Alliance 
and what is going on there. This is a very active subcommittee, and 
they are very involved in what we are dealing with. 

So I don’t want to hear from you a year from now. I want us to 
have regular reports. We can do it in a very informal way but this 
subcommittee, like I said, is very anxious to help, and can help. 
And so I would hope that you would take that to heart. 

With regard to recent enforcement actions by the Department of 
Homeland Security, how is the administration deciding who is sub-
ject to removal procedures and what factors are considered? How 
are these funds involved, what are you doing with the children who 
have come across our southern border. In that big rush for 2 years 
what is happening with them, and how you are addressing that? 

Ms. HOGAN. Do you want to start? And then I will talk about re-
integration?

Mr. PALMIERI. Sure. We would—the strategy for engagement in 
Central America looks at getting at the underlying conditions in 
the region in the three countries of the Northern Triangle, but also 
to promote greater regional economic integration so we can create 
the economic opportunities that will keep people in their home 
communities.

And so the program will work in those areas and in those com-
munities that are most vulnerable, both to the violence, and to the 
lack of economic opportunity, so that these young people can stay 
at home in their home communities. 

With regard to the enforcement actions at the border, I would 
have to defer to the Department of Homeland Security for an an-
swer on that issue. 

Ms. GRANGER. Yes, I am going to limit my questions, and hope 
that we can have another round of questions. I know those on this 
subcommittee also have hearings on other committees, so we can 
do that, and then we will have more rounds of questions. Mrs. 
Lowey.

Mrs. LOWEY. Well, I want to thank you very much for your testi-
mony, and Ms. Hogan, you really answered my questions. And I 
think it is so important that we keep hearing your answers—I 
don’t want to question your statistics. I do want to say I wish we 
could hear more success stories, but I constantly ask the question: 
How do we break away from the cyclical phenomenon of lack of se-
curity, lack of prosperity, lack of rule of law, nonsustainable gov-
ernance? And to what extent have the Northern Triangle countries 
improved their governments, reducing levels of corruption, so we 
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give the American people greater confidence that additional funds 
will be put to good use? 

What about police reform? Stabilizing neighborhoods? Degrading 
transnational criminal networks? I mean, we have a responsibility 
to ensure that our assistance promotes more efficient and sustain-
able energy, trade facilitation, transport, customs and border inte-
gration.

Let me just stop at that because you mentioned some successes. 
Can you talk about all of the things that we really want to do, and 
give me confidence that some progress is being made? 

Ms. HOGAN. Certainly, I would be happy to. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Start with corruption in government. 
Ms. HOGAN. Okay, great. Well, we will start with the fact that 

we saw what happened when civil society was supported to dem-
onstrate peacefully in Guatemala which changed the administra-
tion with, not only the president and vice president, but half of the 
cabinet now sitting in jail and waiting, already been indicted and 
waiting for their trials. The fact that the incoming president has 
already agreed to the extension of CICIG, the U.N. agency that is 
responsible for investigating corruption, I think is a sign that there 
is that commitment there to really change things on the ground. 

And in Honduras also, we have seen the government there put 
forward something that would provide increase investigative abili-
ties towards corruption charges. So that is a sign of change. The 
fact that they have come up with their own Alliance for Prosperity 
and have invested $2.6 billion in the implementation of that plan, 
is another sign of real commitment. And within USAID program-
ming, we have been able to help governments establish better over-
sight of their financial management systems. 

For example, in El Salvador, we had a financial management 
program that helped to provide greater transparency on budget 
execution, also to develop an e-Procurement system that gives eyes 
on all of government procurements that people can actually see and 
hold governments accountable for. 

Going forward, we know that it isn’t just government taking the 
right steps, but it is also empowering civil society to hold their gov-
ernments accountable, which is why, under the new strategy, we 
will have the resources available to provide the kind of support 
that civil society needs in order to gain that kind of traction to hold 
governments accountable and to be able to report on abuses when 
they see them. 

Mrs. LOWEY. I will take your advice and move on. Just let me 
say, I love to hear success stories, and I hope they continue. 

Ms. HOGAN. We have got many more to share with you. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Diaz-Balart. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. Just a cou-

ple of points, first, reiterating what the chairwoman said. It is real-
ly important that you all let us know, specifically, what is working 
and what isn’t, so we can work together to try to move in the right 
direction. I really have two questions right now, Madam Chair-
woman. One of them is, you all talked, and I think rightfully so, 
about security being such a priority. And without that, Ambas-
sador, I think you cited what President Uribe was saying that you 
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have to first have security, and then you can have a tipping point 
where you can go on to other necessary area such as development, 
et cetera. 

When the chairwoman was chairing this task force dealing with 
unaccompanied children, she led a group of us to Honduras and 
Guatemala. At the time, Honduras was the murder capital, I think, 
of the world, right? Now, El Salvador has been backsliding. It has 
hit 6,600 murders and it has the highest concentration of gang 
members per capita. El Salvador now is pretty much at the same 
situation where it was during the civil wars in the 1980s and 
1990s. And so why? What has happened to El Salvador—and again, 
you have talked about some good success stories in certain areas, 
but overall, the numbers are alarming. So what is the major cause 
and what is it that we should be doing to try to see how we can 
reverse that? 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Congressman, let me take a first crack at this 
and let Paco add to or detract from as he wishes. I speak to you 
as a man who actually spent the years 1981 to 1983 in El Salvador, 
I guess, in the middle of their civil war. First, success story, Mrs. 
Lowey. Honduras’ homicide rate is down, depending upon whose 
assessment you use, between 25 and 30 percent over the last 2 
years. And we will not claim full credit for that, but I will insist 
that we get at least some acknowledgment and recognition. 

El Salvador has been moving in exactly the opposite direction, 
Congressman. One theory as to why is that several years ago, the 
previous government of El Salvador reached an accord with the or-
ganized gangs of the big cities of El Salvador, specifically San Sal-
vador. It produced short-term results and a dramatic drop in vio-
lent crime and homicides. The truce no longer is in operation. It 
has surged. Skeptics at that time suggested that what the gangs 
were doing was using a period to rearm, reorganize, and recruit. 
I won’t take a position on that. I offer that as a possible expla-
nation as to why El Salvador and not the others. 

Mr. PALMIERI. Sir, I would just add that the Salvadorean Gov-
ernment itself has developed this Seguro, Plan Seguro, which iden-
tifies the 50 most violent communities and the 11 priority commu-
nities where they are going to be investing resources. And we are 
aligning the assistance that we are receiving to try to make an im-
mediate impact on that homicide level in those 11 priority commu-
nities.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Madam Chairwoman, just very briefly too, in 
the Appropriations Act, and this is a different issue, we establish 
conditions on aid to Central America, and we also require further 
reporting on economic investment conditions and commercial dis-
putes between the United States. 

But I am particularly interested in these provisions about these 
disputes, because I am aware of the number of U.S. citizens with 
claims against, for example, specifically the government of Hon-
duras. One of those companies, a cement plant, CEMAR in Hon-
duras, which was expropriated by the government of Honduras, 
and they have been seeking remediation for many years. And it has 
been, frankly, met with relentless bureaucratic dead ends. So, I 
really would like to know how the Department of State and USAID 
intend to assist them and other U.S. citizens to resolve such dis-
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putes, and how you are monitoring what is going on, et cetera, be-
cause it continues to be a serious issue. 

Mr. PALMIERI. We agree. We have to be active in protecting U.S. 
American commercial interests in these countries. And we are. 
Under the CAFTA process, there is a dispute resolution process 
that is available to investors. And in Honduras, specifically, we 
also have a bilateral investment treaty that they can avail them-
selves.

With regard to the specific case that you have raised, the United 
States cannot insert itself directly into the judicial process of Hon-
duras. However, we do continue to vigorously advocate for those in-
terests of U.S. businesses in Honduras, and in the specific case, we 
have encouraged Mr. Cerna to avail himself of the arbitration, and 
dispute settlement mechanisms that are available to him. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. My time is up. Madam Chairwoman, Thank 
you.

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you very much. Ms. Lee. 
Ms. LEE. Thank you, Madam Chair and Ranking Member, for 

this very important hearing. And thank you all for being here. I 
wanted to follow up on a couple of things as it relates to the North-
ern Triangle. Last year, some of us visited Panama. We were with 
the President at the Summits of the Americas. It was a bipartisan 
delegation. We had the opportunity to meet with primarily all of 
the heads of state from Central America, and barring none, they 
thought that normalizing relations with Cuba and engagement 
with Cuba would help our overall efforts in Central America. So I 
wanted to ask you, has it helped, and if so, how? 

Secondly, with regard to the United Nations, the U.N. high com-
missioner for refugees, indicated that 82 percent of women and 
girls that the U.S. Government interviewed in 2015 from El Sal-
vador, Honduras, Guatemala, and Mexico for expedited removal 
were able to prove that they have a significant possibility of gain-
ing asylum and protection under international law as a result of 
the threats they received—they face in their home country; specifi-
cally, sexual assault. 

We, I guess, appropriated some funding to address sexual vio-
lence, narcotics, all of the issues that we need to really focus on, 
and one had to do with Guatemala in terms of their policy of cre-
ating sexual assault units. And so I am wondering, do we know 
much about these sexual assault units? Has there been progress 
addressing sexual assault? And if so, good. How is it working? If 
not, what do we need to do to make sure it is dealt with? 

Ms. HOGAN. Thank you very much for your question. In fact, 
USAID has invested quite heavily in gender-based violence reduc-
tion in El Salvador. We have 22 centers for victims of gender-based 
violence where they can receive psychosocial support, legal assist-
ance, alternative dispute resolution, and even job-skill training. We 
also have 12 centers for the prevention of gender-based violence, 
because we know that it is one of the lead causes of violence in the 
home in terms of youth then going on to perpetrate violence in 
crime outside of the home. 

In Guatemala, I worked there in the early 1990s, and then we 
were just starting to transition from the old system of justice to the 
new oral transparent system of justice. I was able to go back and 
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visit just last year and now we have a 24-hour court that is estab-
lished with a special center there for domestic violence crimes. And 
in that center, again, 24 hours a day, they have investigators, pros-
ecutors, and a judge on site in addition to a full medical team and 
social service providers. That model has now been recreated eight 
times over in Guatemala, and so throughout the country, women 
are now getting access to immediate support from government 
when they are victims of crime. 

Ms. LEE. Has Cuba shifted dynamics in terms of our relationship 
with Central America countries? 

Mr. PALMIERI. It is clear that the countries of Central America 
viewed the President’s decision in a favorable light. However, for 
them, they have focused on their relationship with the United 
States, in particular, the efforts we are making to work with them 
to address these underlying conditions that spur undocumented mi-
gration from their countries toward our southwest border. And in 
that respect, their priority is a close, productive, and strong rela-
tionship with the U.S. Government, and they do plan to work with 
us to meet the specific conditions that are outlined in the legisla-
tion.

Ms. LEE. Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. Mr. Dent. 
Mr. DENT. Thanks, Madam Chair, and good morning. Over the 

past several years, my district and many others around the country 
have seen a dramatic spike in heroin use. In fact, my local law en-
forcement has told me, they told me this at a hearing I held, or a 
briefing I held several months ago, that the heroin they seized, 
most of which is being brought in from Mexico and Central Amer-
ica, is of increasingly higher potency and being sold at lower and 
lower prices. In fact, they even told me that the heroin they have 
seen in eastern Pennsylvania is the most potent they have seen 
anywhere in the country. 

What factors can you point to that would explain the significant 
increase in heroin supply and how the State Department is re-
sponding to those particular factors, and maybe Mr. Brownfield? 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Let me take a bite at that one, Congressman. 
And half of my answer is a matter of domestics, domestic politics, 
domestic law, domestic enforcement, but it all makes sense. In this 
case, supply is following demand. The argument, which I believe is 
a good one, is that over the last 20 years, we created the demand 
by overuse of prescription opioids, largely pain killers, which devel-
oped a dependency or an addiction which produced a demand for 
the opioid, and now the heroin market is meeting that demand at 
a cheaper cost than it would be for the users; whether in Pennsyl-
vania, Florida, or Texas, they can get a heroin dosage at about one- 
quarter of the cost as it would be from— 

Mr. DENT. That is entirely true where I live. 
Mr. BROWNFIELD. So that is the starting point. Then what I as-

sess, and we can have a conversation about this, is that the over-
whelming majority of the heroin that is now entering the United 
States is coming from Mexico; not from Colombia, and for the most 
part, not from further down in Central America. Therefore, the im-
pact is much more at our southwest border, much less in Central 
America itself. 
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That said, is there heroin that is being produced in Guatemala? 
Yes, a small percentage of what you see in Mexico, but some. And 
is there heroin still being produced in Colombia? Yes, and it must 
transit the Central America corridor to get there. But the percent-
age is tiny compared to what is coming in from Mexico. 

And to conclude, early next month, I hope to join a group that 
will be led by the Director of National Drug Control Policy of the 
United States, Mr. Boticelli, to talk to the Mexican Government on 
next steps and what further we can do to address this crisis. 

Mr. DENT. Yes, thank you, because it is obviously a national 
issue. It is everywhere, and all of the deaths in my district in re-
cent months did a drug overdose of either heroin or synthetic 
drugs. I mean, that is virtually 100 percent of the deaths. 

My second question is this: Many of us on the subcommittee are 
watching, with cautious optimism, the mission to support the fight 
against corruption and impunity in Honduras, and I don’t know 
what that acronym is—— 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. MACCIH. 
Mr. DENT. MACCIH, okay. It begins its work investigating cor-

ruption and impunity in the country. So while we hope this new 
organization will be as effective as the CICIG, that has been very 
successful, in Guatemala, there are obviously some different chal-
lenges in Honduras. What are some of the primary obstacles facing 
MACCIH, and how can the United States help them be successful 
in bringing real reform to Honduras, particularly regarding the ille-
gal expropriation of private property? 

Mr. PALMIERI. Thank you, MACCIH will—first, it is an agree-
ment between the Honduran Government and the Organization of 
American States. We and other international partners will need to 
support it with funding, and we look to be able to do that. But the 
critical elements for its success is, it must have independence to op-
erate with its partners inside Honduras. It must have the ability 
to signal and highlight cases that are not moving forward and 
should move forward. And the Honduran Government has pledged 
itself to working in a constructive manner with MACCIH in that 
area.

Mr. BROWNFIELD. I will add just one additional comment, Con-
gressman. The head of CICIG, Ivan Velasquez, is in town right 
now. I have had a recent conversation with him. I won’t be sur-
prised if several others around this table have as well. What 
Velasquez has said is that there are two keys to success of a CICIG 
or MACCIH-type organization. One is independence from the gov-
ernment, which is to say, he gets to pick his own personnel, make 
his own decisions in terms of cases to investigate; and second, the 
authority to actually proceed on cases. In other words, he does not 
have—the government does not make the ultimate decision. And 
what he has said to me is, examine those two issues as you figure 
how we will work with MACCIH in Honduras in the months and 
years to come. 

Mr. DENT. Thank you. I see my time has expired. 
Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. Mr. Ruppersberger. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. I think last time I saw you, you were the 

Ambassador in Venezuela with Chavez who was giving you a hard 
time, or wouldn’t talk to you, or what was—— 
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Mr. BROWNFIELD. The greatest 3 years of my life. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Well, I see you survived and now you are 

Assistant Secretary, so it was all worth it, I guess. 
First, I want to make a statement. I think that our country has 

really not focused on two areas of South America and Central 
America and the crime and drug situation there. We put so such 
emphasis in other parts of the world, especially the Middle East, 
and it is amazing that you have been able to do what you have 
been able to do. All of the organizations, and that includes DEA, 
also who has very little resources. 

Now, one of the issues I do want to talk about is the issue of cor-
ruption, police corruption, and the corruption within—in politics 
and extortion. And it is my understanding there is a newspaper in, 
I think it was Honduras, that said that the corruption paid by the 
government to these gangs, organized crime, mostly drugs, were 
close to $300,000 a year sometimes. I mean, $300 million a year. 
I am wondering if that is a true statement and do we have the gov-
ernment itself—we know there is corruption dealing with that. 

The other part of my question will be the special group, I think 
you referred to, the special anticorruption group that is in different 
parts of, I think, Honduras, I assume Guatemala. And if you could 
just talk about those two issues: the crime, the extortion, what we 
are doing about it, and is it still pervasive there? Because in the 
end, unless the public have confidence in our elected officials and 
our police, especially our police, you are going to have that atmos-
phere if there is not a lot of trust. 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Congressman, here is my 30-second assess-
ment. There are two driving factors that are creating a vast 
amount of corruption in Honduras and, quite frankly, throughout 
the Northern Triangle. First are the organized—the transnational 
criminal organizations, largely drug trafficking. They are profes-
sional criminals and their objectives are economic in nature. And 
the second are the criminal gangs. And in fact, the gangs that you 
see in El Salvador, Honduras, and Guatemala are the same gangs 
that—many of the same gangs that you see up here in the United 
States of America. There is no question whatsoever, that those two 
criminal institutions are penetrating and corrupting all three of the 
governments of the Northern Triangle. I am not going to parse 
words in terms of how many dollars are represented in terms of 
that corruption. I acknowledge that in all three of the governments, 
it is substantial at many different levels. 

What they are doing now to address them in both Guatemala, 
and, more recently, in Honduras, is establishing an organization, 
CICIG or MACCIH, to both investigate and bring cases against 
those in government who have been corrupted. They are also devel-
oping law enforcement organizations to both investigate and pros-
ecute those crimes. There are TAG, or anti-gang units in all three 
of the countries, and there are, in fact, law enforcement units that 
are vectored on corruption. 

My conclusion would be to suggest to you that it has taken the 
region decades, if not centuries, to get into this situation and we 
have to acknowledge it is going to take some time to get out of it. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. My time is almost up, but I do want to say 
that you know how successful the program has been with the 
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FARC in Colombia, and you were an Ambassador in Colombia also. 
What did you learn in Colombia that you might be able to use in 
this area? 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Yeah, if I had 10 hours I could probably fill 
them all. Let me offer three or four of the biggest hits. I come from 
west Texas, Madam Chairwoman. We have very few people out 
there so we talk a great deal. First, you have to concentrate on 
your law enforcement organization. In Colombia, that was the 
CNP. And literally, during a 10-year period, they expelled thou-
sands of officers for corruption. There has to be an internal mecha-
nism that purifies your own institutions. 

Second, you have to have programs that are in it for the long 
term. You cannot hold them to a standard of eliminating corruption 
in 3 months, 6 months, or even 3 years, or 6 years. You have to 
assume that it is going to take time. 

Third, you have to have consensus within the government and 
that means all three branches of government, legislative, executive, 
and judicial, that in fact, you will spend the resources and the time 
to accomplish it. Those are three that would come right off the top 
in terms of how to make long-term progress against corruption and 
impunity.

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. And do you need resources and money? 
Mr. BROWNFIELD. Without a doubt. 
Mr. PALMIERI. If I could just add on that point, the Honduran 

Government itself, modeled after the Colombia experience, has put 
in place a security tax so that they can raise the resources that 
they need to undertake some of these reforms. And as part of the 
Alliance for Prosperity, as Ms. Hogan mentioned previously, there 
are the three governments investing $2.6 billion of their own 
money in 2016 to match the $750 million you so generously appro-
priated in the 2016 budget. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. Mr. Fortenberry. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you, Madam Chair. I believe it was 

you, Ms. Hogan, who testified that there was a turning point. Have 
we seen a turning point—in Colombia, governance in the Northern 
Triangle, in those three countries, whereby we can anticipate— 
have we seen a turning point whereby we can anticipate a stability 
of governance that will manifest itself in measures of societal 
wellbeing, decrease in violence, economic opportunity, decrease in 
migration?

Ms. HOGAN. Thank you for your question. I am an optimist, I 
think you have to be to work in this field of development. But I 
truly believe that this is a historic moment in Central America, 
whereby these governments are standing up and taking responsi-
bility for their problems, investing their own resources, and trying 
to address these problems, and looking to the United States, and 
other donors for strategic partnerships. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Okay. How does that happen? Is it through 
an awakened leadership? Is it fatigued with the violence? Is it our 
input? Is it other bilateral partners’ input? Tell me how—why this 
trajectory is coming about right now. 

Ms. HOGAN. I think that—well, I would say yes to all—— 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Do you think the trajectory is real? 
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Ms. HOGAN. I would say yes to all of those points. I think the 
tipping point is what we saw happen in Guatemala, where through 
these this independent investigative unit called CICIG, they were 
able to bring cases to the public’s attention that were so egregious 
that civil society stood up and said we will not tolerate this any 
longer, and that coupled with hard evidence by CICIG, and addi-
tionally, an empowered public prosecutor’s office, as well a special 
high-impact court that oversees these trials, again, which were the 
beneficiaries of U.S. Government assistance, I think that was the 
tipping point. And I think Honduras sat next door and said, we see 
this wave is coming towards us. We want to get ahead of it. And 
then they, in fact, established their own similar investigative proc-
ess.

Mr. FORTENBERRY. What are your projections in regards to how 
we are going to see real measurements of outcome in this regard? 
It is murky right now. The violence is still very high. There is mi-
gration waves still coming even though they are lesser, and the 
economic problems are not clearly resolved. So do you have a 
timeline if this trajectory continues? 

Ms. HOGAN. It is hard to give a timeline. As my colleague said, 
it is not going to happen overnight. But one of the things that we 
have seen is that when we have all hands on deck in a community 
that is very violent, and we help these communities take back their 
communities where they, frankly, haven’t had any safe space in 
which to operate, it is street by street, block by block, and commu-
nity by community. It is very labor intensive. But because we have 
been able to show success in the communities where we are work-
ing in terms of the reduction of violence, these governments have 
said, we see what is working. We want to invest our resources in 
scaling that up. And that is what Plan Seguro is in El Salvador. 
It is taking that model and bringing it to the 10 most violent mu-
nicipalities to scale up our interventions. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Let me tell a quick story. I had the chance 
to visit in Guatemala, as well as Honduras rather recently. There 
is a little town called Dos Caminos, two pathways, where there is 
a project underwritten by the International Agricultural Corpora-
tion, Cargill, which provided the seed capital for the formation of 
a bakery that is run by women. The organization CARE, along 
with, I believe it is some shepherding through the Feed the Future 
Program, provided the ongoing technical assistance. It is an amaz-
ing transformation to see this bakery flourishing. The women who 
are involved, excited. 

Just years before they would have had a subsistence, not in star-
vation, but in what I call a benign poverty. One of the women had 
lost her husband 3 weeks earlier to the violence, but all committed 
to this vision of empowerment through this small little economic 
project. It was very encouraging to see, and obviously, this is the 
type of thing we want to scale that involves the full partnership of 
the private sector which ultimately has to be the longer-term solu-
tion here. But my time is nearing to be completed, but are we going 
to have another round, Madam Chair. 

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Stewart. 
Mr. STEWART. Thank you, Madam Chair, and to the witnesses, 

thank you. It is an important issue. I would like to come to some-
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thing that my friend, Mr. Diaz-Balart mentioned, and I want to go 
through this quickly. But it is worth, I think, emphasizing and 
using this as an illustration of a concern that many of us have, and 
that is this individual, Mr. Cerna, who some of you mentioned. The 
challenges down there are meaningful. We get that. There is drugs, 
there is violence, there is kidnapping, there is gangs. And how any-
one would have economic opportunity in that environment is re-
markable at all. 

But the only hope for the individuals there, for the families, is 
if there is some economic activity. They have to have hope of a job 
and some type of future. This is an environment that is very vio-
lent and very difficult to do, but it is much more difficult if the 
Federal Government is making it worse instead of better in some 
circumstances. And in some circumstances, they are. 

And I think that this individual is an example of that. You will 
not have foreign investment if the investors don’t feel like there is 
respect for the rule of law. If they don’t believe that they can go 
in there and protect their investment, and in this case, it was 
meaningful investment as is in many circumstances, tens of mil-
lions of dollars. And the Federal Government there essentially 
acted as, well, they are using their power to expropriate this busi-
ness from this individual as they have in other circumstances. Es-
sentially using, you know, their power to tax, and their power to 
threaten prosecution. 

I wish any of you, if you would, could you assure us that you are 
doing everything you can? You can’t sway the gangs down there, 
but you can have influence over the Federal officials. And I just 
need some assurance that you are doing everything in your power 
to create that rule of law in an environment that would allow peo-
ple to go down there and to try to make investments that will help 
the people down there. 

Mr. PALMIERI. Yes, Mr. Stewart. The top priority, one of the top 
priorities for every U.S. Embassy is to assist the American citizens 
and to protect American investment overseas. Our embassy has 
been engaged in Mr. Cerna’s case since 2002. It has a long judicial 
process that it has been subject to. 

Mr. STEWART. That is, indeed, very long, because that is going 
on 15 years now, 14, 15 years. 

Mr. PALMIERI. Yes, it is. There are arbitration proceedings that 
are available for the settlement of that dispute, which the Hon-
duran Government has offered to Mr. Cerna in the past. But more 
importantly, in the specific case, as part of the conditions in the 
legislation, we are working with the government to ensure that 
they are working toward resolving commercial business disputes 
and putting in place new strengthened rule of law procedures to 
protect foreign investment. 

Mr. STEWART. Well, and they just have to. I mean, this example, 
14, 15 years now into it, and it is arbitration which is going to re-
sult in not a fair deal, in my mind. I mean, no one would look at 
that and say, well, that is good. I will go down there and invest-
ment $30 million in a business, and the government may take that 
from me. And 15 years later I may be in arbitration. I mean, no 
one is going to look at that and say that is a good place to go down 
and be. And once again, I don’t mean to lecture because I know you 
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know this, if there is no economic viability, there is no hope for this 
region. They have to feel like there is hope for their kids to get a 
job where they can sustain a family and you can’t do that without 
capital investments. 

Mr. PALMIERI. And that is exactly right. They have to create the 
conditions for foreign investment. 

Mr. STEWART. That is right, and that is true anywhere in the 
world. And if I could very quickly—in the few seconds I have. 
There is a bit of a talk about a kind of Central American spring, 
if you will, the protests in some of these countries where people are 
actually beginning to push back. Very quickly, are you optimistic? 
Is there something there we can look at and say this is good, you 
know, this might help? 

Mr. PALMIERI. I think what we saw in Guatemala was historic. 
It was youth, students, private sector, civil society coming together, 
using social media platform, and using this external entity to really 
demand accountability. And it was successful in Guatemala. I 
think it is not just a wave in Central America. I think it is 
throughout the Americas that we are seeing this. And I do think 
it will continue to yield results. And in Honduras, the agreement 
with the OAS to establish MACCIH reflects the need for some ex-
ternal help to get and move forward on these corruption and trans-
parency issues. 

Mr. STEWART. Well, and let’s hope so, and let’s facilitate that if 
we can, and encourage, and support those people because they are 
in a very difficult circumstance, but showing remarkable courage, 
in my opinion, so thank you. 

Ms. GRANGER. I will start a second round and say I appreciate 
all the members of the subcommittee for staying. I know you are 
very busy, and we are using the time very wisely. 

I want to ask you about the $750 million that Congress funded 
for fiscal year 2016 for this three-country alliance that has come to-
gether. I am very concerned because I worked on Plan Colombia, 
and it took years. Everyone knows it would take years there was 
that sort of commitment. Seven hundred fifty million dollars in 1 
year, how is it going to be used? Where does it go? We said from 
the very beginning, this will be a multiyear effort and I am con-
cerned about that enormous amount of money in 1 year, and how 
can it be used effectively? Thank you. 

Ms. HOGAN. I would like to begin to answer that question for 
you, Madam Chairwoman. We did not wait for the appropriation to 
get started in planning on how we would use those resources. In 
fact, as early as the fall of 2014, after we saw the spike and we 
knew that the administration was going to ask for increased re-
sources for Central America, USAID got started. And so we have 
been designing programs over the last year to 18 months in antici-
pation of these resources. And in fact, we have a very aggressive 
procurement schedule this year. We expect to obligate up to $490 
million in new activities across the three pillars of the strategy be-
fore the end of this fiscal year. And our goal is to live within the 
pipeline standards of our agency so that we are good stewards of 
those resources. We spend them wisely, but we spend them quickly 
because the need is so great, and we think we have got the right 
procurement instruments in which to put those resources. 
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Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Mr. BROWNFIELD. And if I can add, Madam Chairwoman, on the 

INCLE side of the House, and you will recall, of that $750 million, 
we come out to about $1 for every 2, 21⁄2 that went to the USAID 
accounts. So what we are looking at this year is somewhere in the 
vicinity of $170 million, which was our 2015 appropriation now 
coming online for us. I would say the same thing as Beth. We are 
starting on programs that are already there. We are not starting 
at point zero. We have been involved in CARSI now 6, going on 7 
years. We want to reinforce some of the justice sector, police re-
form, and border security programs that we believe are delivering 
value and have been for more than 5 years. 

We also want to do something new, which I can use 15 seconds 
to say is the place-based strategy, where in an unprecedented his-
torical manner, USAID and INL are working together, community 
by community, barrio by barrio, in terms of developing an objec-
tives-driven comprehensive approach in the hardest, toughest areas 
in the region. And I would hope, Madam Chairwoman, to be able 
to deliver you clear evidence of results, positive, I hope; if negative, 
then we will figure what we need to change. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you very much. I am going to change to 
Costa Rica now. I just got back from Costa Rica a very short time 
ago. I looked at the security challenges of that country because of 
the number of Cubans that were going through Costa Rica, pri-
marily from Cuba to Ecuador. The fiscal year 2016 appropriations 
bill provided for increased funding for Central America, the re-
gional security initiative. Some of those funds should be used for 
Costa Rica. 

Assistant Secretary Brownfield, how is the State Department 
planning on supporting Costa Rica, and specifically, what can be 
done to help their coast guard, which is very limited, to help them 
with drug interdiction at sea and the security forces to increase 
border patrols? They said a light has been shined on Costa Rica 
due to Cuban migration through that country, but they were much 
more concerned about human trafficking and drug trafficking that 
is going through Costa Rica, and how their limited Coast Guard, 
and our Coast Guard can address those challenges. 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Madam Chairwoman, your assessment and our 
assessment are not at all surprising. Exactly the same. First, our 
approach in terms of the total Central America INCLE budget for 
the last 5 years has been about two-thirds, 60 to 65 percent goes 
to the Northern Triangle three; the remaining one-third to two- 
fifths goes to the remainder of Central America, frankly, three of 
the four remainders in Central America. We have almost no pro-
gram at all in Nicaragua. 

That would remain the same, but we have surged, as you well 
know, since you approved it, the amount—the total amount of 
funding available for Central America. I am therefore, hopeful, in 
fact, I am not hopeful, I am certain that we are going to increase 
by nearly 100 percent the amount of program INCLE funding 
available for Costa Rica. What do we propose to do with it? First, 
we want to reinforce some programs that are working. 
COMPSTAT, which is the computer-driven statistics that allow the 
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Costa Rican police to put their personnel where they are most 
needed is a winner. 

Supporting, training, and developing border guard capability, 
which, in turn, controls, to some extent, the movement of other 
populations across their southern and northern borders has been a 
winner. The CAPRI police training program which is 
headquartered in Panama, but in fact, provides regional training 
to, among others, the Costa Rican national police is something we 
want to support. Their anti-gang program called GREAT is worth 
some effort. Maritime is the area that is going to be new in this 
coming year. I have had several conversations with the coast 
guard. The coast guard is prepared to put assets there. We are pre-
pared to support them in terms of maintenance support, and build-
ing docks to help them control and use those assets. I hope to have 
a good story, which I will tell you as often as you are patient 
enough to hear in the course of this year on Costa Rica. 

Ms. GRANGER. I am not particularly patient, but I will listen. I 
am a former teacher, so I give you an A on that answer. Mrs. 
Lowey.

Mrs. LOWEY. I am not a former teacher, but as you can see, and 
our chairwoman has said this many times, we have on this com-
mittee people who are really committed to the work you are doing, 
and I couldn’t help but think, Mr. Fortenberry, when you talked 
about this enterprise that was empowering women, I remember 
seeing this in many places in the world, and I still get excited after 
25 years of seeing some of the success stories. And I must say, 
Madam Chair, when we have the caliber of people such as this, it 
gives me hope in-between the times that I am very depressed that 
we can’t move more quickly in solving these problems. But I do 
want to thank you for your years of service, and I would hope that 
we can see more success stories such as that. 

And it is interesting, because I can remember them. I remember 
one I saw in Arusha, Tanzania, Land of Lakes, a wonderful project 
where they were empowering women and how the women stand 
taller, feel empowered, take charge, work and raise their families. 
However, I want to ask a question that is not related to all of these 
good comments we are telling you. 

If you could explain the administration’s decision, on the one 
hand, to expand the number of Central American refugees per-
mitted in the country recognizing the dire conditions in the North-
ern Triangle, while at the same time, increasing deportations of 
families. You may tell me that is someone else’s job, but I would 
like to hear your response to it, and if you have any input. 

Mr. PALMIERI. Yeah, excuse me. The administration’s effort in 
Central America is to ensure that there is safe, legal, and orderly 
migration from the region. Undocumented migration through the 
region, through Mexico, leads people to being exploited, potentially 
trafficked, assaulted in many different ways. The administration 
has set up a Central America minors program in the region that 
allows minors to apply for refugee resettlement to the United 
States if they have a legal relationship with a person who can 
apply for them, sponsor them in the United States. 

With regard to the removals, the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity has stated that those removal orders are based on final orders 
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of removal after individuals have exhausted all of their claims for 
credible, fair, and refugee status. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Well, I just want to say, it is causing tremendous 
turbulence in our communities, and that is probably not your direct 
role. I just thought I would get it out there. So thank you again 
for your service. We all look forward to hearing more success sto-
ries, understanding how challenging, tremendously challenging this 
is. Thank you. 

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Diaz-Balart. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you. Thank you very much, Madam 

Chairwoman. As you all, I am sure, know and have seen, this sub-
committee chaired by Mrs. Granger is very, very, very good at ask-
ing for specifics. And frankly, less concerned about rhetoric and 
speeches. Let me just throw out one specific first, because the ques-
tion came up about Cuba. Since the establishment of the relations 
there has been about almost a 90 percent increase in Cubans flee-
ing the island and coming to the United States, based on the in-
creased repression. And it has been particularly difficult on Costa 
Rica. I want to thank you, Madam Chairwoman, for going there, 
and for meeting and seeing that firsthand. Those are some facts 
which obviously are not in dispute. 

So, Ambassador Brownfield, you mentioned that you think about 
100 percent increase in what you can—of INCLE assistance to 
Costa Rica. I think it would be important if you keep us informed 
as to specifically how you are doing, what you are doing, and how 
whatever it is what you are doing is working, because Costa Rica 
has this additional challenge of not having a national military, per 
se, though they obviously have a national police. So if you could 
just keep us informed as much as you can on that, I think that 
would be helpful. 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. Will do. I make that commitment, Congress-
man. And you are correct in your assessment. Costa Rica has al-
ways been perceived in Central America as the exception to the 
rule, kind of the Switzerland located in a difficult neighborhood. 
And the truth of the matter is, they are now encountering many 
of the same concerns, problem, and threats that the rest of the re-
gion is. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Secretary Palmieri, going back to the issue of 
the CEMAR issue in Honduras. As Mr. Stewart mentioned in re-
sponse to you talking about, you know, the Embassy has been in-
volved for 15 years. That is a pretty good example of something 
that hasn’t worked. In other words, if, for 15 years, the U.S. Em-
bassy has been trying to help and it hasn’t worked, we have got 
a problem. So I would tell you, and again, going to how this sub-
committee works, let me tell you what I expect, and I think what 
most of us expect. 

Right now, this subcommittee has put forward almost $1 billion. 
We expect the U.S. Government to exert leverage when it is time 
to stand up for the interests of the United States and also for prop-
erty rights of American citizens. So I would tell you, with all due 
respect, that the issue of, you know, the Embassy forwarding, re-
ferring these individuals to a process, this has been going on for 
15 years. So what I would ask specifically from you, sir, is I think 
all of us would ask, and you seem to think there is great interest, 
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we are talking about property rights issues here. And again, if you 
don’t solve that, you can kiss all of the $750 million good-bye. So 
if you could please get back to us, not on, you know, bureaucratic 
answers about, well, we have referred them to—no, no, what spe-
cifically, how can we exert—now that we should have additional le-
verage to make sure that our interests and that property rights’ in-
terests are actually followed? 

So what I would respectfully ask of you is, tell you that, answer-
ing that the same stuff that we have been doing for 15 years, is 
just not acceptable. And so how are you going to use that leverage? 
I don’t want an answer from you right now, but I expect an an-
swer, a specific answer as to how we are going to exert leverage, 
and, particularly, additional leverage to protect the interests of 
Americans and property rights, et cetera, if you would. 

Mr. PALMIERI. I am very happy to do so. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. 
Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. Ms. Lee. 
Ms. LEE. Thank you very much. Let me just comment with re-

gard to Cuba. I think we have seen, and my colleague and I dis-
agree. I think we have seen over 50 years of a non-engagement pol-
icy with Cuba. That hasn’t changed one thing. So it is time to at 
least have normal relations and dialogue in the embargo. Perhaps 
through normal diplomatic relations, some of my colleagues’ goals 
could be accomplished. 

Let me just say to Ambassador Brownfield, I, too, come from the 
southwest, El Paso, Texas. 

Mr. BROWNFIELD. As did my mother. 
Ms. LEE. Born and raised there; my mother born and raised 

there; my grandfather, first African American letter carriers, spoke 
fluent Spanish. Border town of Juarez, and we know what has been 
happening in Juarez for many, many years now. I don’t know if you 
would consider the decrease in murders and kidnappings a success 
story, or a partial success story, but could you kind of tell us how 
you see what is taking place in Juarez? 

Second, and as it relates to El Paso, because I know El Paso was 
one of the safest cities in the country in the United States, yet 
Juarez was one of the most violent, and so it was a very interesting 
period where those, the most violent and the safest city were side 
by side. 

Third, just with regard to the drug crimes and the drug traf-
ficking, unfortunately, the African American community has been 
dealing with drug issues, and not the lack of rehabilitation and 
drug treatment services for many, many, many decades. You re-
member Iran Contra? I remember mass incarceration, and so it is 
unfortunate now that other communities are dealing with the drug 
epidemic. But I am glad to see a shift finally from locking people 
up, you know, because they use drugs, or deal drugs, to finding 
some sort of rehabilitation alternatives, because we don’t want any 
community to experience what the black community has experi-
enced, which has wreaked havoc in our lives. And we know where 
it started. And so the drug interdiction and dealing with these drug 
gangs in Central America is extremely important, and so I would 
like to just kind of know how you see now versus 20, 30 years ago, 
your efforts to try to stop this drug trade? 
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Mr. BROWNFIELD. Let me offer a couple of comments on both of 
your points, Congresswoman. First, Juarez, I am delighted to talk 
about Juarez because in a sense, it represents an example of what 
USAID and INL, what Beth Hogan and I are trying to accomplish 
with what we call the place-based strategy in Central America. 

Five or 6 years ago, I mean, I will be quite clear with you. There 
was a period of time where Juarez had a homicide rate of about 
180 per 100,000, and 200 yards across the river, El Paso had a 
homicide rate that was under four. So a distance of maybe 200 
yards, one was suffering 180 per 100,000, and the other something 
like 3.7 or something along those lines. 

Now, Juarez has become now, I mean, I won’t call it the safest 
city in the world, but I believe they have brought their homicide 
rate down to somewhere in the 30s, and that is an astonishing ac-
complishment over 5 years. How have they done it? They did it 
with a version of what Beth and I would call the place-based strat-
egy. Juarez city leaders and the Federal Government, in essence, 
did a grid of the map of Juarez, and in those troubled areas where 
the most homicides were occurring, they concentrated resources; 
not just police, although a lot of them were concentrated there, but 
also city and social services, employment generation, education, 
community centers. And in 5 years, Juarez has converted, I mean, 
it has literally been a complete turnaround. We would like to see 
that happening in San Salvador, in Guatemala City, in 
Tegucigalpa, and other cities in Central America as well. 

Drugs, writ large, you know as well as I do, particularly coming 
from the El Paso area, it is a complicated issue. It is a supply issue 
and a demand issue. It is where the drugs are produced, which 
tends to be south of the border, and where they are consumed, 
which is north of the border. And then there is a variation: bad 
news on heroin, it is surging. Cocaine, on the other hand, has 
dropped more than 50 percent in the United States of America. Is 
there a connection? Yes, there probably is. You are correct that in 
April of this year, all of the governments of the world will meet in 
New York for a special session of the U.N. General Assembly, 
where we will address where the world wants to go on drug policy 
for the next 20 years. And I, for one, am looking forward to a good 
conversation talking about realistic, pragmatic, logical steps that 
we could take that actually would bridge the gap between those 
who say legalize everything, and the other extreme who say pro-
hibit everything. 

Ms. LEE. Thank you very much, Madam Chair. I just want to 
say, it is about time because we have lost in the black community 
a whole generation, maybe two generations of young African Amer-
icans as it relates to the lack of involvement and concern about the 
drug trafficking trade until, you know, unfortunately, now too 
many other people are being victimized and hit by it. So I am glad 
we are finally on it. Thank you. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. Mr. Fortenberry. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you, Madam Chair. I want to share a 

story with you which will become a quick admonishment, and then 
I want to turn to a question about gangs. Last year, we had a very 
lovely dinner hosted by the Ambassadors from Guatemala, Hon-
duras, and El Salvador. And it was just a regularized attempt to 
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create more ongoing relations between us and the diplomatic com-
munity. However, the dinner happened to be timed with the an-
nouncement from the administration that these countries were 
going to get $1 billion. So we walk into a very awkward situation 
of being thanked for something that we had not done, had not 
heard of, had not been briefed on. The point being, a lot of places 
in the world, when the President says something, when the Con-
gress says something, that means it is. And so we were put in a 
very awkward position of gently working ourselves through that 
and saying, wait, wait, wait, time out. This has to be approved by 
Congress, and we want to know more details of the plan. 

So the admonishment is, expectations can get created by things 
that are said that may not translate into reality because we have 
the job of actually coming up with the law that would mandate or 
dictate what you all do. So I put that on the table for your consid-
eration.

But it was fine. It was a lovely evening, and I think we got 
through this. 

Second, I want to know, give me your insights into gang culture. 
We throw the word ‘‘gangs’’ around. The mobility of this culture, 
where it primarily emanates from, clearly, it is attached to drug 
trades, ungoverned space, corruption, habits of being, residual ef-
fects of past structures. I would like more insights into this. 

Ms. HOGAN. Thank you very much for your question. I would like 
to start to answer that by saying that one of the things that we 
have benefited from while addressing gang culture is the work in 
the United States, particularly in Los Angeles and Chicago, where 
they have had great success in reducing gang violence. And one of 
the things that we have adapted from Los Angeles, is something 
that is called the YSET model and it is a series of indicators that 
helps one identify who are those children that are most at risk for 
joining gangs. And those are the kids that we are trying to focus 
on. We have a statistic that says that roughly 0.5 percent of people 
are responsible for 75 percent of crime. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Yes—I am glad you brought that up, because 
in a sense, this is a narrow band of persons who then seize the con-
ditions that are ripe for manipulating others. 

Ms. HOGAN. Right. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. And getting to the heart of that I think, is the 

question for solving this. I’m sorry. 
Ms. HOGAN. And so a couple of those indicators are things like, 

who are the kids who may have a family member in a gang? Who 
are the kids that are coming from broken homes? Who are the kids 
that have no parents at home after school and therefore are suscep-
tible?

Mr. FORTENBERRY. But those are U.S. measures, and these 
places——

Ms. HOGAN. We are using those in Central America as well, and 
those are the kids that we are going after and why we have these 
community outreach centers is to give a safe place for these kids 
to go after school where they can get vocational training, they can 
have recreational training, they can get tutoring, and they have 
mentors watching over them and giving them adult supervision 
that they don’t otherwise have. And so we are seeing a reduction 
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in the number of kids who go into gangs as well as people coming 
out of gangs, because it is not a happy place to be. I mean, this 
is a very dangerous proposition for them. 

And so we have had example after example of kids who are 
maybe low-level members, maybe watch-outs, you know, lookouts, 
and they have turned around to come to our centers because they 
don’t want to fall in the footsteps of their brother, cousin, uncle, 
who have been killed as a result of gang violence. 

And so I think, you know, we are using a model that has been 
effective in the United States and it is proving effective in Central 
America as well. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. I am hearing what you are saying. I also had con-

cern because we were going in being congratulated for something 
we had not heard of. And before that happened, in meeting with 
the presidents of the three countries after we had the situation 
with the unaccompanied children, we said, we want to help you. 
The last thing we want is to take your children I said I asked the 
question of each president in the country, do you want your chil-
dren back? Because if they had not said yes, adamantly, then our 
plan would have been different. But we said then, we are going to 
help you conquer the problems that would cause a parent to say, 
‘‘I am going to give you my child to take to another country. And 
all I am doing is paying you.’’ 

It was a horrible thing as a parent to even consider. But when 
meeting with the presidents of those three countries. What con-
cerned me is how unrealistic they were about what they wanted to 
do. Because they started with, we are going to have these Fortune 
500 companies come to our country and that will put people to 
work. I said, not if they can’t walk down the streets safely. 

So I was very pleased to hear that you had already started, done 
so much there. Also, we have to work with the governments of 
those countries to say, we are going to help but there is going to 
have to be a lot of work on your end, patience, and realistic expec-
tations.

Mr. PALMIERI. And if I could just add, I think that intervention, 
the dinner, your engagement when the presidents came up in July 
of 2014, I think that helped catalyze their thinking that they need-
ed a more comprehensive approach, and it led through the efforts 
of the Inter-American Development Bank to this creation of the Al-
liance for Prosperity. And the Alliance for Prosperity in Central 
America, really is an historic-opportunity moment for the United 
States because it is the first time, really, that Guatemalans and 
Salvadorans, and Hondurans agreed around the same set of cir-
cumstances and what the possible solutions could be. 

And the U.S., Congress’ support in the fiscal year 2016 bill to 
provide $750 million just doesn’t make the United States a partner 
to this effort. It sends a signal to other partners in the hemisphere 
and around the world that this plan has a chance. And we will 
work with you, the Congress, on those conditions and help those 
countries live up to the commitments they have made in the Alli-
ance for Prosperity. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. Mr. Ruppersberger, you may have the 
last question. 
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Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Thank you. I want to talk about Zika, and 
the situation is becoming serious throughout the whole hemi-
sphere. In your roles, all three of your roles, we, as a Congress, 
have to decide how we are going to focus, how we are going to fund 
it. There is already a debate whether we are spending too much 
money or not. 

In your role in the region we are talking about today, it seems 
to me that you have to be involved in a lot of health issues. But 
this is something that is growing. And yet, you have situations 
where I am sure your health workers were being threatened and 
intimidated by gangs, so if you could talk about generally how your 
role will be in dealing with the issue of Zika, what you need from 
us, and what you would like to see from us if you could get that? 

Mr. PALMIERI. Yes, I will quickly give you the overview of how 
the Department is approaching it. First, there is a whole of govern-
ment, U.S. Government approach to the Zika challenge writ large. 
In the region, the State Department is leading the diplomatic en-
gagement, and we are working with organizations like the World 
Health Organization, the Pan American Health Organization, and 
Health and Human Services, and the Center for Disease Control to 
make sure that we are getting information out to American citizens 
in the region, taking care of our employees at embassies who could 
be vulnerable to the virus, and working closely with the regional 
governments.

And then finally, we are also working to ensure that there is the 
appropriate scientific exchange as we work to address this, and I 
will turn to my AID colleague to talk about the programmatic ele-
ments.

Ms. HOGAN. Thank you very much for your question, and of 
course, it is of very grave concern for us as it impacts Latin Amer-
ica so directly. We have been working with our counterparts in the 
region, in the Ministries of Health, and elsewhere to help identify 
what their needs are concurrently with what we might be able to 
provide. And certainly, we can provide them with existing re-
sources, help in developing public education campaigns on how to 
avoid contracting the disease, and protective measures that people 
can take, particularly pregnant women can take, in order to lessen 
their vulnerability to this. 

We have only had one request for assistance thus far from the 
region. It came from Jamaica to help them improve their diagnostic 
testing, and that has been responded to through our support 
through the Pan American Health Organization. With additional 
resources, there is much more that needs to be done that we are 
poised to do. Simulating private sector research and development 
of better diagnostic tools, as well as a vaccine; supporting the train-
ing of health workers in the community to help affected countries 
with information about best practices and supporting children with 
microcephaly; to support pregnant women’s health, in particular, 
including helping them access repellent to protect them against 
mosquitos. As I mentioned, establishing education campaigns that 
will empower communities to take control of their actions—for ex-
ample, limiting the amount of collected water that is a breeding 
ground for mosquitos; and then potentially issuing a grant chal-
lenge with something that we do as a call to the world basically 
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to provide innovative ideas for new ways in which they can, and 
improved ways in which we can develop diagnostics, control per-
sonal protection, et cetera. 

It was through a similar—through a grant challenge that we 
were able to develop the new Ebola suit that was something that 
was an innovation in the treatment for that disease, so this has 
that same potential as well going forward. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Thank you. 
Ms. HOGAN. Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. Following that up, let me ask a question, and it 

is to Mr. Palmieri. Does the administration plan to use unobligated 
balances from Ebola to address Zika? 

Mr. PALMIERI. I know that there is a presentation that has been 
made on the administration’s response to this Zika virus and the 
budget request. If I could get you the specific response to that ques-
tion, I will have that for you by the end of the day. 

Ms. GRANGER. Yes, that would be great. I thank the witnesses 
for appearing before the subcommittee today. Members may submit 
any additional questions for the record. The Subcommittee on 
State, Foreign Operations and Related Programs stands adjourned. 
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 2016. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE AND FOREIGN ASSISTANCE 

WITNESS
HON. JOHN F. KERRY, SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRWOMAN GRANGER

Ms. GRANGER. The Committee on State, Foreign Operations, and 
Related Programs will come to order. 

Mr. Secretary, I want to welcome you back to the subcommittee. 
We are looking forward to your statement. 

You recently noted that while funding for international programs 
represents just 1 percent of the total Federal budget, it may well 
define the majority of the history written about our era. Members 
of this subcommittee certainly understand the importance of these 
programs.

The United States continues to show leadership in areas such as 
reducing poverty, fighting the AIDS virus, and stopping prevent-
able deaths of mothers and children. However, there are countless 
security challenges around the world that grab the headlines every 
day.

At the top of the list is the crisis in Syria and the surrounding 
region, which is being fueled by the Assad regime, ISIL, and other 
terrorist groups. This situation has grown more complicated due to 
Russia’s increased involvement, and we want to hear your thoughts 
about the situation on the ground. 

We also are concerned that our allies and partners in the fight 
against terrorism, such as Egypt, Jordan, and the Kurds in Iraq, 
are not receiving the assistance they need. While there has been 
some improvement since I raised this issue with you last year, I 
want to reiterate that there is no excuse for bureaucratic delays. 

It is critical that our policies promote our national security inter-
est and not undermine them. I question why the administration 
plans to phase out the cashflow financing arrangement from mili-
tary sales in Egypt, which is one of the most reliable partners of 
ours in the Middle East. 

We must demonstrate our steadfast support to help Israel ad-
dress the threats posed by Iran and its proxies. Now that a nuclear 
agreement is in place, we are all closely watching Iran’s actions. 

You have said that some of the funds freed up from the sanctions 
relief could end up in the hands of terrorists. The threat to Israel 
is very serious. As you negotiate another long-term memorandum 
of understanding, it must be made clear that U.S. support for 
Israel’s security is unequivocal. 

Another troubling development is the increased violence in Israel 
and the Palestinian territories over the last several months. We 
want to hear your thoughts about the prospects for getting the par-
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ties back to the negotiating table. We also want to hear what the 
United States can do to help stop harmful rhetoric and incitement. 

I want to turn next to Russia’s aggressive actions against its 
neighbors. Many of us don’t understand why Ukraine has not re-
ceived lethal military aid or why the State Department budget pro-
poses to reduce assistance to Ukraine by 55 percent from last 
year’s level. We also see China asserting itself against the United 
States and our friends and allies in the Asia-Pacific region. We 
want to hear how this budget supports countries willing to stand 
up to China when their territory is threatened. 

We also watch with great concern as North Korea continues to 
defy international sanctions. We want to hear your thoughts on 
what more can be done to stop this rogue nation from its nuclear 
pursuits.

In Afghanistan, a resurgent Taliban and a growing number of 
foreign fighters continue to threaten the country’s security. We 
question how the $1.2 billion of foreign assistance requested can be 
effectively programmed in this environment. 

In the Americas, we see drug and gang violence, human traf-
ficking, and lack of economic opportunity continuing to drive migra-
tion to the United States. The subcommittee held a hearing 2 
weeks ago on assistance to Central America where we looked at 
these issues. We must see results before new funds can be consid-
ered.

We are monitoring the new public health threat from the Zika 
virus spreading in this hemisphere and received a supplemental re-
quest on Monday. This committee has provided significant funding 
and the flexibility to address global health threats, and we want 
to hear how the administration will immediately address the Zika 
outbreak.

We have additional questions about the administration’s budget 
request for the State Department and foreign assistance programs. 
The total funding requested is roughly last year’s level, but you 
propose to cut programs that have bipartisan support such as secu-
rity assistance and humanitarian programs. At the same time, we 
see an increase is requested for administration priorities such as 
funding to combat climate change. 

One area that we all agree is a priority is preserving the safety 
and security of our Nation’s diplomats and development officers. 
This subcommittee must be sure that funds provided will keep our 
people safe. 

In closing, I want to thank you and the men and women of the 
State Department and USAID for your work in promoting Amer-
ican interests abroad. We may not always agree on the policy or 
the means to achieve these goals, but the members of this sub-
committee understand the need to engage with all the tools we 
have available. 

It is now my turn to turn to my ranking member and friend, 
Mrs. Lowey, for her opening remarks. 

[The information follows:] 
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OPENING STATMENT OF MRS. LOWEY

Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
And, Secretary Kerry, it is a pleasure to welcome you before our 

subcommittee.
Since you were sworn into office, the world has witnessed un-

precedented levels of turmoil, requiring strong U.S. leadership on 
many fronts. Chief among them is the Middle East, and I do com-
mend your attempts to bring about a cease-fire in Syria. However, 
as recent events prove, this requires the cooperation of Russia and 
Iran.

I look forward to hearing your estimation of what it will take for 
both countries to work with the international community to end the 
senseless bloodshed and atrocities of the Assad regime, and specifi-
cally whether we have the leverage to end the conflict. 

To continue on Iran, despite differing opinions on the Joint Com-
prehensive Plan of Action, it must be vigilantly enforced, in com-
bination with other sustained efforts to prevent Iran from ever de-
veloping nuclear weapons. The international community must have 
mechanisms in place to thwart Iran’s destabilizing behavior in the 
region, particularly its ability to fund terrorists and export weap-
ons to various proxies. 

It is critical this committee understand how the Administration 
will address these concerns and meet its commitment to bolster the 
security of our allies in the region, particularly Israel. These con-
cerns are heightened with recent sanctions relief for the regime 
and on the heels of the first shipment in 3 years of Iranian oil to 
Europe last week. 

In addition to threats from Iran, Israel is threatened by radical 
extremism on several borders and combats almost-daily terrorist 
attacks by Palestinians. President Abbas has yet to condemn the 
shootings, car rammings, stabbings against innocent Israelis, yet 
he meets with terrorist families. Such behavior only incites more 
violence and makes the goal of two states for two people even more 
difficult to achieve. 

It has also been reported in the media that there have been talks 
between Fatah and Hamas to establish a new unity government. 
American support is predicated upon the Palestinian leader’s com-
mitment to resolving all outstanding issues through direct negotia-
tions, which cannot progress if one party refuses to abide by the 
Oslo conditions of recognizing Israel, renouncing violence, and abid-
ing by previous commitments. A unity government with an 
unreformed Hamas would be an unacceptable impediment to peace. 

As intractable as the conflict may be, I want to thank you for 
your efforts in trying to bring the parties together for a two-state 
solution, and I hope you will reassure us that the administration 
will maintain its indispensable role of mediator and veto any reso-
lution before the United Nations in keeping with longstanding pol-
icy to defend Israel at the U.N. 

With regard to the Fiscal Year 2017 Budget Request, I am 
pleased it includes strong economic and security assistance for 
Eastern Europe to combat Russian aggression and for Central 
America to address the root causes of child and family migration. 
Continuing our investments to combat climate change, poverty, and 
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disease is critical, yet the request reduces humanitarian and dis-
aster assistance by more than $1 billion. 

With unprecedented human suffering and humanitarian needs 
around the world, I want to hear your rationale for such a reduc-
tion.

Mr. Secretary, I share your concern that much of the Depart-
ment’s core programs are currently funded through overseas con-
tingency operations, or OCO, which inaccurately reflects our com-
mitment to key partners, international organizations, and humani-
tarian operations. Diplomacy and development are critical compo-
nents of our national security. Diplomatic failure increases the risk 
of conflict or failed states and makes populations more vulnerable 
to radicalization. Congress must find a more responsible budgeting 
method to provide the resources to meet these challenges today, to-
morrow, and into the future. 

And finally, I must state, yet again, my deep frustration with the 
administration’s failure to prioritize international basic education. 
With more than 120 million children and adolescents currently out 
of school, the administration’s proposed cut of 240 million from the 
amount appropriated by Congress makes zero sense. We cannot 
make sustained progress on any of our development goals, from 
health, to growing economies, food security, to building democratic 
institutions, if generations of children grow up without basic lit-
eracy skills. In fact, the White House’s own initiative, Let Girls 
Learn, will be impossible to implement with this unacceptably low 
funding request. 

Mr. Secretary, I want to thank you again for your service to our 
country, thank you for your testimony here today, and your stal-
wart efforts to advance American priorities around the world. 
Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
Ms. GRANGER. I will now yield to Chairman Rogers for his open-

ing statement. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN ROGERS

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Mr. Secretary, good to see you. Thank you for being here to jus-

tify your budget request for FY 2017, for the Department of State 
and foreign operations. 

The importance of U.S. leadership in global affairs could never 
be more pronounced than now. Your job to promote American inter-
ests abroad, to pursue peace in regions bought by hundreds of 
years of historical and cultural strife; your job to ensure the safety 
of our people, our citizens living here and abroad, all of this of 
paramount importance at a time when the world could not be more 
insecure.

I echo the concerns our leaders have just voiced about ISIS, and 
our need for a comprehensive plan to dismantle this merciless ter-
rorist organization who have senselessly killed thousands of inno-
cent women and children in horrible, horrific examples of hate and 
prejudice. They will stop at nothing to infiltrate this country and 
its allies. We need to provide the American people with a degree 
of comfort that the tragic events that transpired in San Bernardino 
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cannot and will not be repeated on our soil, and the State Depart-
ment needs to play a role in that effort. 

On the international level, the President has rightfully solicited 
the support of other nations in dismantling ISIS. Coordination will 
be key to defeating this shared foe, and the U.S. must support our 
allies in this effort. 

I echo the chairwoman’s sentiment that any assistance to our 
friends must be delivered in due haste. I fear that countries like 
Russia are all too eager to fill a perceived vacuum in American 
leadership, and I hope you can address that concern here today, 
particularly as Russia continues to pursue aggressive maneuvers 
against its neighbors. 

With that in mind, let me echo the chair’s support for Ukraine. 
The U.S. should support Ukraine during these tough economic 
times and continue to assist in efforts to protect their sovereignty, 
and we must provide, Mr. Secretary, the legal, lethal military aid 
this Congress has supported, and yet we see it being withheld. We 
want to ask you why. 

Turning to issues that concern our closest ally in the Middle 
East, Israel, first, we must maintain strong oversight over the nu-
clear agreement with Iran. Stability in the region, which is tenuous 
on a good day, depends on holding Iran accountable for its actions. 
I think most people in this room would agree that taking our sol-
diers hostage and testing a ballistic missile immediately after the 
Joint Comprehensive Plan of Agreement went into effect, was a 
bad start, to say the least. 

I hope you will provide us with an update today about the ad-
ministration’s efforts to make sure Iran lives up to its side of the 
agreement and what tools we have at our disposal if they don’t. 
And I would remind the Secretary that just as this committee and 
the Congress controls the power of the purse, the Secretary has a 
purse to control as well around the world, and we hope that that 
leverage is properly used. 

Another matter that troubles our friends in Israel is the spike in 
violence and harmful rhetoric. We know you have very close rela-
tionships with leaders in the region. We want to know what you 
are personally doing to dial back this incitement and restore some 
measure of peace in this troubled territory. No aid should go di-
rectly to the Palestinian Authority unless the matter of incitement 
that is in our bill is addressed. 

Finally, Mr. Secretary, let me talk a moment about Zika. I have 
shared these thoughts with OMB Director Donovan yesterday and 
others involved, but they bear repeating somewhat here. I am very 
disappointed, Mr. Secretary, that the administration didn’t take 
our committee’s recommendation to use unobligated funds, laying 
there unused, for the immediate response to Zika. 

Now, you have asked for a supplemental request, and we are pre-
pared to look at it carefully. But in the meantime, as an emergency 
measure, you have got moneys laying there. Go ahead and use it. 
You have our authority and our permission and hopefully our direc-
tion to go ahead and use, at least temporarily, the funds laying 
there that are not being used for Zika. When we authorized and 
appropriated the funds for Ebola a couple of years ago, we purpose-
fully left the ability to use those funds for other diseases as well. 
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And so we have another disease, Zika. Let’s go ahead and use the 
funds that you have. And then if that proves to be inadequate, we 
can always go back to a supplemental. 

So can we talk? 
Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Ms. GRANGER. Secretary Kerry, please proceed with your opening 

remarks. There is a full panel of the members here today, and they 
have a lot of issues they would like to discuss with you, so I would 
encourage you to summarize your remarks so we have time to ad-
dress all of their questions. 

A yellow light on your timer will appear when you have two min-
utes left. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SECRETARY KERRY

Secretary KERRY. Well, thank you, Madam Chairman and Rank-
ing Member Lowey and Chairman Rogers of the full committee, all 
the members. Thank you very much. My apologies for being late. 
I had a phone call that came in that I had to take at the last 
minute, and I apologize for keeping any of you waiting. 

Look, I want to just start by saying we really appreciate your tre-
mendous work with us last year on a bipartisan basis to approve 
a budget that really does reflect our core national security needs. 
And I really look forward, this is the last budget of the Obama ad-
ministration, and I look forward to a collaborative effort again this 
year because, as the chairwoman said and as Chairman Rogers 
said, we have got this vast array of challenges, unprecedented in 
terms of time. 

I must say I blanched a little when you said: Since you have 
been sworn in there has been an unprecedented amount of turmoil. 
I hope you weren’t referring that that was because I was sworn in. 
But obviously we are facing challenges, needless to say. 

Let me just say that $50 billion is the total request when you 
add the OCO and the core elements and the AID. It is equal to 
about 1 percent of the Federal budget, and it is, frankly, the min-
imum price of leadership at a time when America is diplomatically 
engaged more deeply than at any time, I think, in history in more 
places at the same time. 

The scope of our engagement is absolutely essential in order to 
protect American interests, protect our communities, keep our citi-
zens safe. We are confronted by perils that are as old as nationalist 
aggression and as new as cyber warfare; by dictators who run 
roughshod of global norms and some who change their constitu-
tions at the last minute to stay in office beyond the requisite peri-
ods of time and cause violence by doing so; by violent extremists 
who combine modern media with medieval thinking to wage war on 
civilization itself. 

And despite the dangers, I believe deeply that we have many, 
many reasons for confidence as Americans. In recent years, our 
economy has added more jobs than the rest of the industrialized 
world combined. Our Armed Forces are second to none, and it is 
not even close. Our alliances in Europe and Asia are vigilant and 
strong and growing stronger with the passage of the TPP. And our 
citizens are unmatched in the generosity of their commitment to 
humanitarian causes and civil society. We are the largest donor in 
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the world to the crisis of Syrian refugees, over 5.1 billion. We can 
be proud of that. 

We see and hear a lot of handwringing today, but I have to tell 
you, with all of my affection and the relationships for many of my 
colleagues and the relationships I have built around the world and 
my respect for the jobs that they do, I wouldn’t switch places with 
one foreign minister in the world. Nor would I, frankly, retreat to 
some illusionary sense of a golden age of the past. 

There are so many things that are happening in the world that 
are positive and constructive, massive numbers of people brought 
into the middle class, diseases being defeated, on the brink of, be-
cause of our efforts, a generation being born free of AIDS in Africa. 
I mean, this is extraordinary. And there are great opportunities 
staring us in the face in terms of the energy future and other possi-
bilities, the largest market in the world, frankly. 

In the past year, we reached a historic multilateral accord with 
Iran that has cut off each of that country’s pathways to a nuclear 
weapon, thereby immediately making the world safer for our allies 
and for us. And I will note that the general in charge of the Israeli 
Defense Forces, General Eisenkot, just the other day made a 
speech in which he said that the existential threat to Israel from 
Iran has been eliminated. That is the chief of the IDF in Israel say-
ing that himself. 

In Paris, in December, we joined governments from more than 
190 nations. No easy task to get 190 nations to agree on something. 
But they approved a comprehensive agreement to curb greenhouse 
gas emissions and limit the most harmful consequences of climate 
change. Now we are determined to implement that accord and do 
everything possible to reduce the carbon pollution and grow econo-
mies at the same time, and we believe it is not a choice between 
one or the other. 

Just this month we officially signed a Trans-Pacific Partnership 
to ensure a level playing field for American businesses and work-
ers, to reassert U.S. leadership in a region that is vital to our inter-
ests, and it will cut over 18,000 taxes on American goods that move 
into that region. We are asking Congress to approve that this year 
so we can begin to accrue its benefits as quickly as possible. 

In Europe, we are increasing support for our Security Reassur-
ance Initiative. We are increasing it fourfold and giving Russia a 
clear choice between continued sanctions or meeting its obligations 
to a sovereign and democratic Ukraine. 

In our hemisphere, we are helping Colombia to end the globe’s 
longest-running civil conflict, and we are aiding or partners in Cen-
tral America to implement reforms and reduce pressures for illegal 
migration. In Asia, we are standing with our allies in opposition to 
threats posed by belligerent North Korea, and we are on the brink 
of achieving a strong United Nations Security Council resolution, 
which is now in both in Beijing and Washington for approval. 

We are working with Afghanistan and Pakistan to counter vio-
lent extremism, deepening our strategic dialogue with India, sup-
porting democratic gains in Sri Lanka and Burma, and encour-
aging the peaceful resolution of competing maritime claims in the 
South China Sea. 
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And with friends in fast-growing Africa, we have embarked on 
initiatives to combat hunger, to increase connectivity, to empower 
women, to train future leaders, and fight back against such ter-
rorist groups as Al Shabaab and Boko Haram. 

Of course, we recognize that the threat posed by violent extre-
mism extends far beyond any one region. You mentioned, Madam 
Chair and Ranking Member, the issue of education. And it is not 
going to be solved primarily by military means. So the approach we 
have adopted is comprehensive, and it is long term. Diplomatically, 
we are striving to end conflicts that fuel extremism, such as those 
of Libya and Yemen. We are deeply involved in trying to resolve 
both.

But we also work with partners more broadly to share intel-
ligence, to tighten border security, improve governance, expand ac-
cess to education, and promote job training and development. And 
we have forged a 66-member coalition, an international coalition to 
defeat the terrorist group Daesh, and I am absolutely confident we 
are going to do that. 

Ms. GRANGER. If you could close down soon. 
Secretary KERRY. Well, let me just say quickly that the most crit-

ical thing, obviously, on the table at this moment in terms of this 
conflict resolution is the effort with Russia and Syria. We can talk 
about it a little bit in our questions, I am sure. But I talked this 
morning, the reason I am late, I was talking with Foreign Minister 
Lavrov, and we have a team that will be meeting in the next day 
or so, the task force for the cease-fire, cessation of hostilities. I am 
not here to vouch that it is absolutely going to work, but I am tell-
ing you this is the one way that we can end this war. 

The alternative is that the war gets worse, that Syria might be 
totally destroyed, not able to be put back together again. Everybody 
has said you have got to have a diplomatic solution at some point 
in time. The question will be, is it ripe, will Russia work in good 
faith, will Iran work in good faith to try to bring about the political 
transition that the Geneva Communique calls for. 

I just want to close by saying to everybody that I have been pro-
foundly privileged to have the chance to work with all of you in 
support of an agenda that I believe reflects not only the most fun-
damental values and aspirations of the American people, but also 
carries with it, I am absolutely confident, the hopes of the world. 
That is the responsibility that you all have. That is what we are 
going to be talking about this morning. And I thank you very much 
for your forbearance, Madam Chair. 

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. GRANGER. Thank you very much. 
I am going to start the questions, and I would like to return to 

one of the topics I raised in my opening statement concerning the 
delays in delivery of the U.S. security assistance. The administra-
tion has asked our friends and allies to step up and play a greater 
role in the fight against ISIL, yet we need to do more to deliver 
our commitments to support them. 

The current foreign military financing and sale processes are 
cumbersome and are bogged down by bureaucracy, and the prob-
lems continue. I hear complaints about equipment delays to our 
partners, for example, Bahrain, Kuwait, and Egypt. That is why 
the fiscal year 2016 appropriations bill directed the Government 
Accountability Office to review this process and make recommenda-
tions.

Mr. Secretary, what are you doing to expedite the delivery of im-
portant equipment to our friends and allies fighting ISIL, and what 
more needs to be done to this system? 

Secretary KERRY. Well, the whole procurement system could be 
sped up, and that is a huge challenge for the appropriations com-
mittees, and, frankly, the Pentagon and procurement process itself, 
together with the State Department and the White House. We try 
to move it as fast as we can, I can assure you. Over the past year, 
we have seen unprecedented stress put on our security assistance 
mechanisms, and, frankly, we have seen them respond pretty effi-
ciently and pretty quickly. 

We are currently providing expedited assistance to Iraq, Jordan, 
Lebanon, Saudi Arabia, UAE, and other counter-ISIL coalition 
members, and I can go through a long list. We have provided the 
Peshmerga with more than 65 million rounds of rifle ammunition, 
41,000 grenades, 115,000 mortar rounds, 60,000 antitank rounds, 
including 1,000 AT4s, more than 56,000 RPG rounds, 35,000 weap-
ons, including rifles, antitank systems, heavy-caliber machine guns, 
counter-IED equipment, more than 150 vehicles, ambulances, 
mine-resistant vehicles. Additional equipment is on the way, 5 mil-
lion rounds of more rifle ammunition. That is just the Kurds. 

In terms of Jordan, we continue to expedite it. We have delivered 
over—I just want to point out that we are in a massive process of 
providing materials. 

Now, we have created a special task force with the GCC coun-
tries, and I have met with them on three occasions now, I think, 
and we are going to be meeting again in the next weeks, and we 
have set up a special office within the State Department for the 
specific purposes of expediting materials to our allies and coalition 
partners precisely to be able to respond to any activities by other 
countries in the region, Iran or otherwise, but also to help them in 
terms of their coalition efforts. 

So I just have to tell you, everybody is cranking full speed. We 
are doing what we can. But as you know, we do have some budget 
limitations.

Ms. GRANGER. You were speaking of the Kurds. The two that I 
hear the most from is Ukraine and their request for weapons to de-
fend themselves, and then the Kurds. But the Kurds, the situation 
right now, the immediate crisis has to do with the price of oil and 



196

the flood of refugees. And it is a crisis, from everything that we 
have been told. 

What can we do to help them stabilize their economy and get 
them the equipment they need to fight ISIL? I still hear contin-
ually that the aid for the Kurds has to go through Iraq, that 17 
percent that is meant for the Kurds just doesn’t get there, and the 
small amount that does get there doesn’t get there in time to be 
helpful. So what else can we do? 

Secretary KERRY. I have heard that, Madam Chair, about the 
question of some siphoning off. I don’t know, I don’t have specific 
evidence of it, but I have heard these allegations. And we have a 
team working, the Embassy in Baghdad is working very, very 
closely.

It is a fact, indeed, that U.S. military assistance has to go 
through the central government, and that is required both by Iraqi 
law and by international law. And the reason for that is that part 
of our policy has been to try to strengthen the central government 
of Iraq and not to encourage a breakoff or the belief that the inde-
pendent entities within the country can deal directly with the 
United States or other countries. 

So in order to strengthen Iraq, that has been the rule. But I will 
tell you that massive amount of effort now is getting to the Kurds. 

And the Kurds, frankly, have been quite extraordinary in their 
efforts to help fight ISIL. 

Ms. GRANGER. They have. 
Secretary KERRY. We need to say thank you to them. And we are 

training and working with them right now with respect to the 
preparations for Mosul, and that will continue. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Mrs. Lowey. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
And welcome again. And with appreciation, we thank you for all 

your hard work. 
Mr. Secretary, I know how hard you have been working and how 

many hours you have spent on the Israel-Palestinian peace process, 
and I share your deep frustration that the two sides are not sitting 
down face to face. Just last week, the Palestinian Authority For-
eign Minister Riyad al-Malki said, quote: ‘‘We will never go back 
and sit again in a direct Israeli-Palestinian negotiation.’’ 

And now, once again, we see the international community at-
tempt to step in and impose a solution on the parties, with the 
French proposal that includes a stipulation that if the talks fail, it 
will result in full recognition of a Palestinian state. 

I won’t repeat all the terms of Oslo. You know them inside and 
out. So a few quick questions. I don’t know how quick, we’ll see. 

What is our position on the French proposal? What are you doing 
to oppose such one-sided actions by international actors? If the Pal-
estinians believe that the international community will pressure 
Israel for them, what incentive do the Palestinians have to nego-
tiate with Israel and engage in compromise? And what is the ad-
ministration doing to convince the PA that they cannot refuse di-
rect face-to-face negotiations and disavow them of the notion that 
the international community will impose a Palestinian state on 
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Israel? Do we have any influence with the PA leadership at this 
point?

Secretary KERRY. Well, I like to think some, but I think it is very 
difficult right now on all sides, to be honest with you. 

I think that, first of all, we do oppose unilateral efforts, but what 
is happening now is there is a multilateral movement that is grow-
ing that is concerned about any number of things. And I was just 
in Amman a couple of days ago. I met with President Abbas and 
encouraged him, obviously, to, first of all, make sure that the in-
citement is being addressed most directly, and we are working very 
directly with him with respect to any aspects of incitement. I have 
called him on occasion to encourage him to condemn acts of vio-
lence. He has on occasion, but not with consistency, regrettably. 

But, you know, it takes two sides to come to the table, and both 
sides have to really begin to offer something and begin to talk 
about the modality of doing that. I don’t think that the situation 
is helped by additional settlement construction and building, and 
I think that we know we need to see measures taken on both sides 
to indicate a readiness and willingness to try to proceed forward 
and reduce the violence. 

There is no question. I mean, the average Israeli is living with 
day-to-day threats on life that could come from anywhere, whether 
it is a scissors attack or a drive-by of somebody in an automobile. 
But I will call to everybody’s attention that there were news re-
ports just 2 days ago of the chief of the intelligence in Israel sub-
mitting a report to the government, and the headline of the report 
that I read out of the Israeli newspapers was that unless there is 
a peace process there will be increased violence. 

So my hope is that everybody will take note of that, not as a 
threat, but as a sort of sense of reality about the downward spiral 
that comes if there isn’t an active process, which is genuine, by the 
way. And I think that requires a slightly different formula than 
has existed previously. 

I believe that Prime Minister Netanyahu is preparing some 
major initiatives with respect to economics and some changes on 
certain relationship components of the security relationship in the 
West Bank and other things. 

But I have been very clear that, and I think everybody believes, 
there has to be some kind of political horizon that both sides can 
understand, a reduction and elimination of the violence and a real 
readiness to move forward in real ways that people can grab onto 
and understand with respect to the creation of a state. If that can 
happen, then I think it is possible to have progress. But it is not 
in our hands. 

Now, with respect to the French proposal, we are evaluating it. 
We don’t have all the details. We are trying to get some details 
about exactly what it would seek to achieve and how and what the 
rules of the road would be. But I think it is a reflection of the frus-
tration that the international community feels that what is hap-
pening in the region, without blame, without pointing fingers, with-
out anything, just what is happening, contributes to the overall in-
stability and turmoil that you referred to earlier. 

So that is why it is urgent, and that is why we remain committed 
to Israel, committed to Israel’s security, committed also, however, 
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to trying to move the process forward and bring the parties to the 
table.

Mrs. LOWEY. Let me just say, because my time is up, I appreciate 
your efforts, and I know how much time you have spent on them, 
and I am pleased to hear your commitment that the parties have 
to come to the table. As a result of Oslo, that is the only way that 
we can have two states, two people. 

And I want to express my appreciation. And I hope that means 
that you could not support a French proposal which would impose 
a solution on the parties through the United Nations. 

Secretary KERRY. Yeah, I don’t know what their proposal is, but 
we have never supported something that is unfair to Israel or out 
of balance. That has never been the policy of our country. 

Ms. GRANGER. Chairman Rogers. 
The CHAIRMAN. Ukraine. In your budget request, you would 

slash funding for Ukraine activities by 55 percent, from $363 mil-
lion down to $295 million. In the meantime, the National Defense 
Authorization Act of 2016 authorized 50 million for certain defen-
sive lethal assistance. And so far, the only equipment that we have 
sent them has been nonlethal, and many people say that it is used 
in not very effective equipment at that. 

In the meantime, the government that we support in Ukraine, is 
teetering. The Prime Minister just survived a no-confidence vote in 
Parliament. A lot of political turmoil, mainly due in part, I am told, 
to the austerity reforms being implemented that have lowered 
standard of livings for the average Ukrainian. 

The IMF has not disbursed funds from its loan package since Au-
gust. We can’t get information out of the State Department. The 
budget request for FY 2016 included $275 million for a third bil-
lion-dollar loan guarantee to the government of Ukraine. But the 
administration has not answered this subcommittee’s questions 
about when it will be finalized. 

Can you help us? 
Secretary KERRY. Yes. I can’t speak to the lack of an answer as 

to when it would be finalized, but let me just speak to— 
The CHAIRMAN. Perhaps someone in the room that is with your 

staff could help us with that. 
Secretary KERRY. As to when it is going to be finalized? I don’t 

think the loan guarantee is currently under negotiation. It is the 
third loan guarantee that we have given. We put 2 billion on the 
table already in loan guarantees, and we are negotiating the third. 

But the uncertainties in the negotiation, Mr. Chairman, frankly, 
I don’t think they can be laid at our doorstep. The reason the IMF 
has not been able to make a disbursement, and if you look at what 
Christine Lagarde sent, a 10-point requirement to the government 
in Kiev requiring them to move forward on their reforms, that is 
partly the reason for some of the turmoil that is going on. There 
is a significant amount of political disquiet. 

We have been addressing that very directly. Vice President Biden 
and I met with President Poroshenko in Switzerland a few weeks 
ago. We had further meetings in Munich. We have been pushing 
very hard to try to get the reforms in place that are, frankly, also 
required—some of the steps that are required as part of the Minsk 
Process. So we are pushing on it. 
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But the request of USAID assistance is 294.8 million, which is 
actually an increase of 103.4 million over the 2015 amount. You are 
right, it is less than 2016, but it is more than 2015, and it is cali-
brated to what can be absorbed and put to good use in the context 
of where they are. 

But they have probably a $20 billion gap overall. What we are 
looking at is a situation where we need to have a significant reform 
effort, passage of laws, the Rada has to grab the bull by the horns 
here, President Poroshenko has to push these reforms through, and 
then there is a chance that this money will, in fact, reach the right 
people and do the right things. 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I hope I am wrong in this, but I judge, per-
ceive, that we are not doing all we need to do in Ukraine. And if 
that is so, it makes me wonder whether or not we are taking that 
position as a quid pro quo for Russia’s assistance to us in Syria. 
Is that a possible angle here? 

Secretary KERRY. No, I think—look, we are very involved. We 
have had a series of conversations. President Obama raises the 
issue of Ukraine with President Putin in every conversation that 
he has had. I met with President Putin a few months ago. We 
talked significantly about Ukraine. We talked about it when we 
met at the U.N. last September. This has been a constant effort to 
try to move that process forward. 

Now, it is principally negotiated in the Normandy format be-
tween the French, Germans, and the Russians, and we weigh in 
and we are involved in an advisory fashion in that regard. So it is 
not appropriate for us to suddenly try to link the two, and I think 
it would be a mistake to do so. 

But, Mr. Chairman, let me just say to you, I am ready to defend 
anywhere the amount of work that our Department has done, Vic-
toria Nuland and our team. Geoff Pyatt, our Ambassador, is superb 
and has done an extraordinary job working day to day to help move 
things forward. We actually were there present for days helping 
the Rada to be able to get the votes to pass some of the things that 
needed to be passed. 

So we are deeply, I mean, involved in ways that remain appro-
priate and sufficiently respecting the independence and sovereignty 
of the country, but we are pushing them and pushing them. We 
have elevated the fight against corruption. We are pushing the re-
form of the criminal justice system. We are enhancing their energy 
security by getting them to rely less on Russia. We have been 
strengthening their civil society. We have been working on their, 
very frankly, corrupt and difficult health system in order to transi-
tion it to a more effective model. We have taken huge defense re-
forms to modernize their military and security services. 

I mean, we are deeply involved in helping them—with other 
countries, I might add—to develop the capacity of governance nec-
essary for the task that they face. And it is difficult. It is difficult 
ferreting out some of the levels of corruption that existed there pre-
viously. That is part of the challenge for President Poroshenko. 
That is part of the challenge that was put to, and very directly, by 
the IMF. And the point the IMF is making is they are not going 
to make a loan that is just going to be wasted and squandered by 
virtue of a corrupt process. 
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So this challenge is complex, but it is being tackled very, very di-
rectly by our very dedicated and, frankly, very invested diplomats 
who want this to succeed 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Secretary, thank you for your service to your 
country.

Secretary KERRY. Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Ms. Lee. 
Ms. LEE. Thank you. I want to thank you, Madam Chair and our 

ranking member, for this important hearing. 
I also want to thank Secretary Kerry. I want to thank you for 

being here today. And as we considered the President’s last budget 
of his tenure, I want to just take a moment of personal privilege 
to thank you for your phenomenal work as our Secretary of State. 
It has really been a pleasure to work with you on so many issues, 
HIV and AIDS, Cuba, Iran. 

I think your leadership has really demonstrated the fact that our 
international affairs budget really is a reflection of our values and 
ideals as a country, and you have really put that forward to the 
entire world. So thank you very much. 

Secretary KERRY. Thank you very much. Thank you. 
Ms. LEE. On Cuba, I was delighted to attend the reopening of the 

Cuban Embassy in Havana with you. As you know, and this com-
mittee knows, I have been a strong advocate for ending the 50 
years of failed policy with Cuba, and I am also pleased to co-chair 
our bipartisan Cuba Working Group here in the House. 

How has the opening of diplomatic ties with Cuba changed the 
perception of the United States? And how has that impacted our 
ability to advance our agenda, for instance, with CARICOM and in 
the Western Hemisphere and throughout the world? 

Also, along those lines, I just want to ask you, in terms of our 
democracy programs—in this committee and USAID, they know 
that I have been asking these questions since the incarceration of 
Alan Gross. How are these democracy programs now ensuring that 
contractors and subcontractors who work on them know what the 
laws are. Whether we agree or not with the country’s laws, that 
they could be, unfortunately, arrested if, in fact, they engage in 
these programs, so that they know up front what risks they are 
taking in their participation with this, i.e., what happened with 
Alan Gross? And thank you for helping to make sure Alan Gross 
got out. 

Secretary KERRY. Thank you. No, I appreciate that. Thank you 
very much, Congresswoman Lee. I really appreciate your support 
in this effort. I know that some people disagreed with it, obviously, 
but I have to say that it is already creating change. You can see 
the transformation. 

There have been more than 50 delegations, congressional and 
Cabinet, that have traveled now to Cuba in the last year. People 
have seen for themselves there are regulatory changes that have 
taken place that have opened new opportunities for U.S. firms to 
export certain goods and services to Cuba. 

There have been agricultural delegations that have traveled 
there to explore how we could eventually, if the embargo is lifted, 
begin to change life for the Cuban people through better agricul-
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tural practices, better goods, actually sell American goods there, 
which we would like to do. 

We signed off on a pilot program for direct transportation and 
mail, which ought to begin soon. We just signed a—reestablished 
scheduled air service between the United States and Cuba for the 
first time in more than 50 years. 

And we have actually empowered a Cuban private sector that 
now employs one in four Cubans. A private sector is emerging. And 
people in the United States can now send unlimited remittances to 
support private businesses and private microfinance and entrepre-
neurial training activities and a broad range of tools, materials, 
and supplies for Cuban entrepreneurs. 

I happen to believe, as does President Obama—and also the 
Cuban government has expressed its intent to expand development 
of communications in Internet on the island, to have a target of 50 
percent of its households connected to the Internet by 2020, and we 
obviously endorse that. And the Cuban government recently opened 
35 public WiFi spots, hotspots. 

So things are changing. It is not going to happen overnight. We 
always said that. President Obama was very clear, the transition 
will take time. 

We are not happy with the movement in some regard on areas 
of human rights. There have been some political challenges, obvi-
ously, and we are going to continue to press those issues. The 
President will speak to those things directly when he goes to Cuba. 

But we feel very, very strongly that this policy was geared to ad-
dress the hopes and aspirations of the people of Cuba, and that is 
what it is beginning, in fact, to do, to take hold. And we believe 
nothing would speak to the Cuban people’s aspirations and needs 
more than lifting the embargo so that we can not have to wrestle 
with everything that we are trying to do, but just let it happen. 

And I think what has happened in Eastern Europe is the great-
est witness to what happens when you open up and allow the world 
to come in. And there are other places that respect that too. 
Myanmar and other people have been on a transition to democracy. 

Our Embassy is taking great care to make sure that people un-
derstand the rules, aren’t stepping over any lines. One of the 
things we negotiated was an ability to increase the number of dip-
lomats in Cuba, and we are in the process of doing that with this 
budget. We have asked you for the additional slots and funding for 
that.

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you so much. 
Mr. Diaz-Balart. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. 
Mr. Secretary, good to see you, sir. 
Secretary KERRY. Thank you. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. I was taken aback that you mentioned as a 

success the U.S. ag sales and independent business licenses, when 
both numbers are actually down. So it is an interesting thing that 
that would be the success of that story. 

Today is the 20th anniversary of the murder of three Americans 
and one American resident in international airspace ordered, ac-
cording to himself, he, himself, has said it, by Castro. Just days be-
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fore that, the President announced that he could be traveling to 
Cuba.

Now, in December 2015, the President said that any trip of his 
to Cuba would be conditioned on improvement of human rights on 
the island. You, yourself, just said that that has been an area 
where things have not looked good. 

Facts. Let me put some facts on the table. Last year there were 
8,616 political documented arrests in Cuba, a huge increase. Sev-
eral political prisoners on the Obama-Castro list of 53 have since 
been rearrested. Cuba remains as the only country in the Americas 
to be classified as not free by Freedom House. 

Mr. Secretary, by any objective measure, the Castro regime has 
not improved its human rights records. If anything, it has gotten 
worse.

So, again, facts. Please reassure us and show us, give us some 
facts of where the human rights situation has improved to reassure 
us that President Obama is not breaking his word of December 
2015 when he said that he would not visit Cuba if human rights 
conditions had not improved. Where specifically, Mr. Secretary, 
have the human rights conditions in Cuba on the island improved? 

Secretary KERRY. Well, the agreement required a large number 
of people to be released, as you know, it was about fifty— 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Fifty-three, and a number of them, Mr. Sec-
retary, have been rearrested. 

Secretary KERRY. Correct, and we believe they will be released, 
as is appropriate, and that signifies some listening, some move-
ment. The fact that 50 of them were released— 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. And rearrested. 
Secretary KERRY. Yes. We were disappointed that four—I think 

it was four or five. We have registered that. We were very dis-
appointed in that. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Where specifically have human rights condi-
tions improved? 

Secretary KERRY. But the President and we always said that 
component is not going to change as rapidly as other components, 
but it is changing. And you have to look at other countries that 
have gone through—and are going through—these kinds of transi-
tions.

I mean, we still, we deal with China. China is probably our big-
gest—I think it holds the most debt of the United States, one of 
the largest traders with the United States, and we disagree with 
China on human rights. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Secretary, I hate to—time is of essence. 
Where specifically have human rights improved? I would like you 
to reassure us that the President is not breaking his word when 
in December 2015 he said he would not go unless human rights 
conditions improved. I just want you to reassure me. Please, give 
me some facts. 

Secretary KERRY. Well, I just told you, they have improved in the 
sense that 53 prisoners who were in jail for political reasons were 
released. And I believe these others will be released. And the Presi-
dent is going to engage in this human rights discussion. I am en-
gaging in this discussion. 
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We just met with the Finance Minister of Cuba the other day. 
I talk to my colleague on a regular basis about this. I may be going 
down there before the President to have this discussion to some de-
gree. So we are continuing to push on it. 

But like many—— 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. I don’t hear any facts here, Mr. Secretary. You 

mentioned, for example, as a success, ag, but we know that the 
facts show that ag sales are down. Again, you keep mentioning, 
which I appreciate, that there were 53 prisoners released. A num-
ber of them have been rearrested. There were over, I just men-
tioned the number, 8,000 arrests, political arrests, not to mention 
200 arrests every Sunday of the Ladies in White, along with the 
beatings of these women who are just trying to go to church on 
Sundays.

So I am just trying to see, I don’t want to be argumentative, I 
just want to see if you can give us some facts of where—— 

Secretary KERRY. I gave you facts. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. So you are telling me that with 8,000 arrests— 
Secretary KERRY. And people are engaged, one in four people in 

the country are now engaged in the private sector. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. And the licenses are down. The licenses are 

down.
Secretary KERRY. Beg your pardon? 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. The licenses of these so-called private inde-

pendent businesses, the numbers have decreased. 
Secretary KERRY. No, there are an increased number of private 

businesses. There is a capacity to provide finance. There are people 
who are now able to open businesses who weren’t before. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Do you have any of those numbers, because, 
again, the numbers that we have— 

Secretary KERRY. I will get the specific numbers for you. I don’t 
have the— 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Well, I just want you to reassure us, because, 
again, I just keep hearing in platitude. 

Secretary KERRY. I am trying to reassure you, but you don’t want 
to be reassured. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Secretary, you are not giving me any num-
bers.

Secretary KERRY. Well, I will get the numbers to you. We will get 
you the numbers. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. So you have no numbers. And so, again, please 
reassure me. The President said he would not visit unless human 
rights improved. You are mentioning 53 political prisoners, out of 
which a number of them have been rearrested. 

When there have been over 8,000 arrests, in anybody’s math, 
fuzzy math or not, that is not a pretty good ratio when you have 
8,000 arrests, 53 supposedly released, and a number of them have 
been rearrested. Again, please, if you could get back to us, reassure 
us that the President is not breaking this red line when he said 
he would not visit until there was a substantial increased improve-
ment in human rights, sir. We have not yet to see it. 

Secretary KERRY. I am happy to get you the details on it, Con-
gressman.
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Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Our time is up. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. I 
appreciate it. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Before I call on Mr. Ruppersberger, between Christmas and New 

Years, I traveled to Costa Rica because I kept reading the stories 
of the Cubans that were going from Cuba to Ecuador and then 
from Ecuador to Costa Rica. I went to see them and to ask them 
why they were leaving. And the answer that I got, personally, was 
that there had been such a clampdown in Cuba since the deal was 
made with the United States that they felt like the only time they 
could leave was now. That was my experience. And I am going to 
go back. 

Mr. Ruppersberger, please. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Secretary, thank you for being here. 

And I believe right now that this is one of the most dangerous peri-
ods for the United States throughout the world, whether the 
China-Russia threat, terrorism threat, Iran, all these different 
issues.

I want to get into the issue of Iran. We had a lot of debate, and 
the agreement went forward with Iran. I think the focus, the focal 
point of the agreement, which a lot of people didn’t see it this way, 
was to stop Iran from having nuclear weapons. It would have 
changed the Middle East, the makeup of the Middle East, and it 
could have been very dangerous. And, as we know, Israel is one of 
our most important and closest allies, and their security is very im-
portant to us, and we stand behind them. 

Now, I am going to ask two questions. According to the State De-
partment, Iran continues to still be the world’s leading state spon-
sor of terrorism in its quest to dominate the Middle East, expel our 
influence, that kind of thing. They are very active in Iran, in Iraq, 
in Bahrain, Yemen, Lebanon, Palestine, Central America. Quds 
Force is very active in a lot of these areas. 

The two questions I am going to ask—number one is what is the 
status after we have the agreement as far as the focal point of, 
number one, the issue of nuclear weapons? Where are we? Do we 
feel secure that the goal has been reached? We have independent 
examination; we want to make sure those examinations continue to 
move forward. 

And the second question is the issue of exporting terrorism. Can 
you talk about other sanctions? I think it is important that we un-
derstand that the United States still has, through the United Na-
tions, we have a lot of sanctions on Iran as we speak now, as it 
relates to their exporting of terrorism. And I think it is important 
that you discuss those, what they are. An example: If Iran trans-
fers money to Hezbollah, to the benefit of Hezbollah, would the 
U.S. immediately sanction the bank that did that? Those type of 
issues.

Those are the two issues: status of the agreement, where we are 
now; and, secondly, what we are doing as far as Iran exporting ter-
rorism and the sanctions that exist there. 

Secretary KERRY. Okay. 
Well, Congressman, Iran is compliant with the requirements of 

the JCPOA to date. There have been a couple of issues of interpre-
tation of one thing or another that we have worked through in the 
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mechanism that we set up to work it through, and it has been re-
solved.

And they have taken some 19,000 centrifuges and reduced them 
to 5,060. They have taken their 12,000 kilograms of stockpile and 
reduced it to the requisite 300 kilograms that cannot be enriched 
above 3.67 percent. 

They have taken the calandria, which is the core of the pluto-
nium reactor which was being built, not yet commissioned, they 
have taken it out and destroyed it, filled it with concrete. IAEA in-
spected—dried concrete. It is destroyed, cannot be used again. 

They have ceased all fissionable enrichment process at Fordow, 
stored the appropriate centrifuges in the appropriate places, al-
lowed the inspections to take place. And so, in effect, they have 
moved the heavy water out, and it is on the market for sale. They 
have moved their enriched uranium out. The ship is now in Russia. 
Russians took that, where the highly enriched uranium—so every 
aspect of what we laid out as a requirement has been, in fact, car-
ried out, which is why implementation day took place appro-
priately, with the IAEA signing off on it. 

Now, we will continue, obviously, very—and this was the whole 
purpose of the agreement. It is what we promised the Congress and 
the American people and the world. There will be an ongoing proc-
ess of extremely intrusive but agreed-upon verification of the con-
tinued compliance with this agreement. And our intel community 
and Energy Department, which is responsible for our own nuclear 
weapons, have assured us that they believe they are capable of 
knowing exactly what is going on and that compliance is taking 
place.

Now, with respect to Iran’s other activities, we purposefully left 
in place the regimens for other sanctions. So sanctions for support 
of terror, for instance, sanctions for missile tests, sanctions for 
arms embargo, all of those are existent—sanctions for human 
rights. And we continue to monitor those. 

In fact, on January 17, we designated some three entities and I 
think eight individuals, seven or eight individuals, for violations 
with respect to the missile launch that had taken place previously. 

So we have put Iran on notice that those compliance measures 
will, in fact, be utilized, and we will continue to observe. 

Now, the Iranians have—we have intercepted, in fact, one dhow 
ship, a boat, a large boat, that was taking arms, we believe, to 
Yemen. And we also turned away a convoy very close to the period 
when we were completing the agreement, and that convoy turned 
back because we singled it out and said this would be a violation. 
So it wasn’t violated because it went back, and they never did, in 
fact, send the arms, but the effort was attempted. 

So that shows how acutely we are watching it and how we have 
been able to actually have an impact. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Mr. Dent. 
Mr. DENT. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Good morning, Mr. Secretary. 
Secretary KERRY. Good morning. 
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Mr. DENT. I am not expecting an answer to this question, but 
maybe one of your folks after the meeting can help me with this. 
It has to do with Colombian truck scrapping, believe it or not. 

American truck manufacturers, including some up in my district, 
recently welcomed the news that Colombia may be eliminating its 
one-for-one truck scrapping requirement, which requires an old 
truck to be scrapped for every new truck purchased. However, we 
have heard that this change may include a caveat that the require-
ment would only be eliminated for certain types of trucks, which 
would still pose a problem for many American manufacturers. And, 
obviously, we have a Colombian trade agreement, and this is a real 
source of concern for many. 

So the question I have is, what specific actions does the adminis-
tration intend to take if Colombia continues to restrict its market 
for American-made trucks? I don’t expect you to have an answer 
at this moment, but I would like somebody to at least be able to 
get back to me, unless you do have an answer. 

Secretary KERRY. No, Congressman, your expectation is going to 
be met. But I promise you we will get back to you very quickly. 

Mr. DENT. And the second question deals with Syria. As this 
committee considers the administration’s request for funding to aid 
in the fight against ISIS, I have to ask, what do you see as our end 
game in this region, as it appears now that the Russians have suc-
cessfully shored up the Assad regime and simultaneously increased 
their own clout in the Middle East? 

We have also seen Hezbollah in Iran, Iranian fighters increas-
ingly engaged in that conflict, as well, on the side of Damascus. 

Meanwhile, Turkey appears to be using the conflict as an excuse 
to wage war against the Kurds, many of whom are actively fighting 
against ISIS. And you know the whole drill there. And, of course, 
the Turks are more interested in taking down Assad, it seems, at 
the moment, than fighting ISIS. 

A very complicated, convoluted situation. And, you know, I guess 
the issue for me is, what is our end game in Syria diplomatically? 
And just as importantly, is there a viable Sunni political infrastruc-
ture in Syria that is not radical and that could actually govern in 
the event we ever reached an agreement? 

Secretary KERRY. Well, the answer to your last question is, yes, 
there are Sunni who are extremely capable and moderate and very 
qualified businesspeople, very capable potential contributors to a 
resolution. But we don’t want to divide this thing up or talk about 
it in a context of Sunni, Shia, Alawite, whatever. And it is up to 
the Syrians. I mean, the Syrians have got to make that kind of de-
cision, which is why we are so supportive of the political process. 

Now, you ask what is the end game. The end game is actually 
shared—or, at least in statements and positions publicly put for-
ward, the end game is stated by Iran, by Russia, by the United 
States, by the European community, and by the Arab countries. All 
share the notion of a Syria that is united, whole, stable, peaceful, 
protecting all minorities, in which you have the ability of the Syr-
ian people through an election to choose their leadership free of co-
ercion and of interference and free of foreign fighters and free of 
Daesh and so forth. 

Now, how do you get there? 
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And, by the way, the Iranians and the Russians have signed on 
to that in the context of U.N. Security Council Resolution 2254. 
And they have also issued two communiques in the context of the 
Vienna meetings where they have embraced exactly what I just de-
scribed—a whole, unified Syria in which the Syrian people decide 
the future. 

Now, Russia has long supported Assad. This is not a surprise to 
anybody, that Russia is supporting Assad. Russia also has a very 
specific interest in preventing terrorists from coming back to Rus-
sian soil. There are probably more than 2,000—not ‘‘probably’’— 
there are more than 2,000 Chechens fighting in Syria as part of the 
radical extremist elements, and Russia doesn’t want them coming 
back and fighting them. 

So part of the Russian—part of the Russian strategy was to 
shore up Assad, who they feared might have been about to fall to 
Daesh and to Nusrah. So their concerns were that this would be 
greatly destabilizing to them. 

Now, they have other ulterior geographic, geostrategic, and other 
interests, and we understand that. 

But while Russia has succeeded in shoring up Assad, that doesn’t 
end the process for Russia, because Russia is there and on the 
ground, and holding territory is hard. And if you have a persistent 
and continued insurgency against that government—and you will 
if there is no peace—that is a problem for Russia. 

So, in the long run, Russia has an interest, we think, in working 
towards a legitimate political transition that can provide stability 
and a change in Syria. 

Mr. DENT. Without Assad? A transition without Assad? 
Secretary KERRY. We believe it cannot happen except without 

Assad. And the reason is that if you have barrel-bombed your peo-
ple and gassed your people and tortured your people and starved 
your people, it is very hard to envision how you can take 12 million 
people who have been displaced, driven out of the country, and 
with over 400,000 killed, and have that guy sit there and say, oh, 
okay, everything’s fine, let’s go status quo ante. It is not going to 
happen. And Turkey, Qatar, and Saudi and others in the opposition 
have made it very clear war will not end if Assad stays. 

So Russia has to confront that. Iran has to confront that. And 
they have signed on, at least, to a structure that begins to confront 
that. The reality will be the test in the next few weeks and months, 
are they really supporting a genuine process of transition. And we 
will know very quickly whether that is for real or not. 

But if you really want to end the war, there is no way, it seems 
to me, to be able to ultimately do that without some kind of nego-
tiated outcome. And it is going to require some compromise. 

So we are going to have to plow ahead. I am not vouching for 
the fact that this ceasefire will absolutely work and take place, but 
it is the one way to get to the discussion of the future of Assad and 
the possibility of a political transition. 

And since Iran and Russia have signed on to the idea of this po-
litical transition expressed in the Geneva Communique of 2012, we 
have to put that to the test. And President Obama is deeply com-
mitted to exhausting the diplomatic possibilities before we have to 
confront, if we have to, whatever plan B might have to be. 
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Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Ms. Wasserman Schultz. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Mr. Secretary, it is good to see you. 
I want to first just recognize that next month marks the ninth 

year of anguish for Robert Levinson’s family. And as heartwarming 
as it was to see our American citizens come home from Iran earlier 
this year, we still have had, you know, no progress on locating his 
whereabouts or moving towards being able to help bring him home 
and end his family’s pain and return him to his home in south 
Florida.

And so I appreciate your efforts, the efforts of President Obama 
and the administration, but would just underscore how important 
it is to continue to press Iran for their assertion, which has no 
credibility whatsoever, that they have absolutely no idea where he 
is or anything to do with his disappearance. 

And sticking with Iran, obviously, following the Iran agreement, 
which I supported, the most important step we have to take now 
is to make sure that we have a strong MOU, new MOU, with Israel 
that I know we are in the midst of negotiating. 

I had an opportunity to speak with Ambassador Shapiro at the 
end of last week, and we had a good conversation, but could you 
update us on where we are? And I know you can’t go into excru-
ciating detail here in this setting, but could you update us on the 
progress that we have made on finalizing that MOU with Israel? 

Because, obviously, making sure that we can maintain their se-
curity and continue to make sure that, with the tumult that con-
tinues to occur all around them, that they have the ability to keep 
their national security interests strong and protect their people. 

And, particularly, my concern is that, with the language that I 
am told is being included, that Congress be able to maintain our 
ability to continue to increase the support that is essential for 
Israel to keep her people safe. 

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Secretary, before you begin, we have until 12 
o’clock, and I want to make sure we get around to all the members. 

Secretary KERRY. Absolutely. I will try to be really quick. 
All right. Just very quickly on Robert Levinson, let me just make 

it clear: There is a process. And, in fact, we wrote into the agree-
ment that saw the folks come back the other day a very specific 
inclusion of an ongoing dialogue and process on Bob Levinson. 

I met with the family just recently. I know they are disappointed. 
I understand that. I am very sympathetic to that. And how can you 
not be, when you see people come back and you are wondering 
what happened after all these years? But, as I told them and we 
have said publicly, we just have not had a proof of life since the 
last one—I think it was 2007? Am I correct? Around 2007 or 2008 
or somewhere in there—2010, excuse me. And that was the last 
time.

And I am pursuing, personally, the obvious questions that flow: 
From the moment of that last proof, what happened? And I have 
raised this very directly with my counterpart. We are trying to see 
if we can trace that back and work on that. So there is a process 
in place. And we are determined, and President Obama will not 
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rest easy until we have exhausted every possibility. And we are 
going to try to get him back, if that can be done. 

With respect to the MOU, we are negotiating. We have had a 10- 
year MOU. It doesn’t expire until 2018, but we would like to get 
it done. You all and the United States have given $3.1 billion a 
year for 10 years. There will be more, there is no doubt, because 
of the needs and because of the increased security process. 

We have done a very strong evaluation of what it is. We are tak-
ing into account all of the QME issues for Israel. I think it is fair 
to say that the level of cooperation with Israel, notwithstanding the 
disagreement over the Iran agreement, the cooperation on a day- 
to-day basis has really just never been higher or better. We have 
Iron Dome; we have constant communication. We are working very 
closely with Israel. 

And I have no doubt that an MOU will be reached, an MOU that 
will have a larger amount, subject to your judgments, and we will 
continue to provide Israel with the security that it needs and help 
it to be able to defend itself by itself. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And our ability, as Members of Con-
gress, to be able to address crises and emergency provisions? 

Secretary KERRY. For sure. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. And we have always had that, 

but——
Secretary KERRY. Yes. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. There have been discussions that our 

ability to do that might be restricted in the MOU. And so I want 
to make sure that—— 

Secretary KERRY. I am not aware of that detail at this point. Let 
me check on it, Debbie. I will get back to you. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Lastly, you alluded, too, that the cur-
rent MOU expires in 2018. Obviously, the situation— 

Secretary KERRY. Everybody wants this ahead of time for plan-
ning purposes. I think it—— 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Yes. Well, and also because the cir-
cumstances have dramatically shifted, given that we have entered 
into an Iran agreement, which, as I said, I supported and I thought 
it was the appropriate way from Iran getting a nuclear weapon, but 
we also have to address the security concerns of that. 

Secretary KERRY. Sure. And they will be. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Rooney. 
Mr. ROONEY. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Mr. Secretary, last July, I introduced legislation with the co- 

chairs of the South Sudan Caucus, including Congresswoman Bar-
bara Lee, requiring the President to submit to Congress a strategy 
to support the U.N. peacekeeping mission in the South Sudan, to 
investigate human rights abuses, and ease the intensifying human-
itarian crisis. 

The bill also directs the administration to pursue high-level en-
gagement with regional and like-minded governments in order to 
promote a better environment for the resolution of this crisis; to 
halt the flow of arms from all external sources; and to support the 
creation, implementation, and enforcement of the U.N. Security 
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Council arms embargo and targeted individual sanctions on all par-
ties to the conflict in South Sudan. 

While I was cautiously hopeful about the signing of the peace 
agreement, I felt and still feel strongly that, in order for it to suc-
ceed, that U.S. leadership and long-term planning is obviously crit-
ical.

U.S. officials from the past and current administrations have 
been intimately involved and demonstrated incredible leadership to 
bring an end to the 17-year civil war between the north and the 
south. As you know, 5 years ago, the South Sudanese people finally 
achieved independence, and the U.S. gained a strong ally in South 
Sudan.

But this civil war is devastating, obviously, and it shouldn’t deter 
the U.S. from engaging in aggressive diplomacy to prevent another 
generation from a lifetime of war, the impact of which we are see-
ing manifest itself around the world. 

I commend the U.N. panel of experts for conducting what must 
have been an extremely harrowing investigation in South Sudan, 
and I am hopeful that their work will compel the international 
community to fully recognize the intensity in atrocities committed 
throughout the civil war, ranging from systematic rape and mutila-
tion of women and girls to the recruitment and exploitation of chil-
dren soldiers. 

Mr. Secretary, I would like to ask you sort of a long question be-
cause I might not be able to chime back in. But I just wanted to 
say, as you know, this country is 5 years old, and if we can offer 
any words here today of optimism for their future there, specifically 
with regard to missed deadlines, ceasefire violations, attack on hu-
manitarian workers, restrictive laws against the press and civil so-
ciety, NGOs. 

So we can assume that this peace agreement may be deemed a 
failure. What does the U.S. have in plans to facilitate the imme-
diate coordination of African leaders, the EU, and other UNSC 
members to impose targeted sanctions on individuals who have 
committed violations of international humanitarian and human 
rights laws and to enact an arms embargo so that we can try to 
save the ceasefire, the peace agreement, and the future of the 
South Sudan? 

Secretary KERRY. Well, Congressman, first of all, let me thank 
you for your focus on this. It is really important. And I really ap-
preciate the detail and depth of your concern about this. 

The United States is the largest donor in the world, since this 
conflict began, to the challenge of Sudan, South Sudan—$1.5 bil-
lion. And we have been deeply involved. President Obama has been 
personally involved when he went over to Ethiopia. He held meet-
ings. He has had personal conversations. I have had personal con-
versations. I traveled to Juba as Secretary and had conversations 
with President Kiir. I can’t tell you how many phone calls I have 
had with President Kiir and with Riek Machar. And we have 
pushed very, very hard towards this peace process. Ambassador 
Don Booth has been diligently working away as a special envoy 
under very difficult circumstances. 
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I don’t think South Sudan has a better friend than the United 
States. And we have pushed very, very hard to have compliance 
with the international community’s desire to end the conflict. 

They are at a critical stage now. The security forces for Riek 
Machar have now arrived in Juba. He is supposed to go there at 
some point in time to try to fulfill the mission of having this unity 
government as part of the peace process. And we have a very real 
agenda—post-conflict reconstruction, criminal justice, transitional 
justice—as part of the conflict resolution. We have committed $5 
million to accountability to try to help lead in this process, in addi-
tion to the aid and other things we are doing. 

But the bottom line you raised at the end of your question—the 
sanctions. My message to South Sudan and to the leaders of the 
process is very simple: This takes leadership. If President Kiir and 
the people around him and Riek Machar and the people around 
him don’t take on responsibility and deliver on this peace agree-
ment, then the international community is absolutely prepared to 
put in place individual sanctions for a range of things, ranging 
from the corruption, to property that may be held in other places, 
to the crimes that may have been committed in the course of the 
war. And we are very serious about that. 

This is a critical moment for South Sudan’s survival, and it is 
important for people who hold themselves up to be leaders to actu-
ally lead. 

Mr. ROONEY. Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Mr. Serrano. 
Mr. SERRANO. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
And thank you, Mr. Secretary, for your work, for your service to 

our country in many capacities. 
For many years, we always heard about Latin American coun-

tries telling us, why do you guys have this policy with Cuba, why 
don’t you change it? 

Is it too early to notice whether they appreciate it? Is it too early 
to see a change in what Latin American countries are saying about 
that change we made? 

Secretary KERRY. Not in the least. We have been amazed by the 
receptivity of countries throughout Latin America as a result of 
this. It has changed our relationship with other countries in the re-
gion. And it has changed their relationship with Cuba and even 
with Venezuela. 

It has established creditability for the United States, in terms of 
our goals and hopes. And it really has opened up—there is now a 
dialogue that is opening up that we may be taking part in with re-
spect to Venezuela, and the credibility we have for that has come 
out of this transition of Cuba. 

Mr. SERRANO. That is great. That is wonderful. 
And I will tell you, it was a special day in Cuba, for Barbara Lee, 

it was a special day for all of us in Washington to see that flag go 
up. I thought I would never see that happen, certainly in my time 
in Congress and maybe in my lifetime. So thank you. Thank you 
for your work. 

On a more mundane-type question, you have to switch now from 
an interest section that used to blare messages to the Cuban people 
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and against the government to an embassy that behaves in a diplo-
matic fashion and so on. Physically and politically, is the change 
difficult or is it a transition—— 

Secretary KERRY. Well, it is not—I wouldn’t call it—I wouldn’t 
call it difficult. It has its challenges, yes, because we still have 
some limitations on the amount of equipment that we can bring in, 
but we broke through with an increase that haven’t had in years 
so that we can refurbish the embassy, improve the equipment, have 
people be able to do a better job of managing the increased num-
bers of Americans now traveling. That is very important. 

We negotiated an increase in the number of diplomats that can 
be there. They are now able to travel throughout Cuba in greater 
numbers, and this will be important to being able to ascertain the 
needs of the Cuban people and being able to help us to do good di-
plomacy.

So I think that, you know, as we have gone through this transi-
tion, we are recognizing that it is going to require additional funds 
from the committee. We have asked for that. But I think, over the 
course of time, this will evolve. And there is a natural growth. 

There is also some building of trust in the process, as we go for-
ward here. They have to see that we are, in fact, adhering to the 
Vienna Convention and engaged in diplomacy and not other things. 
And we to have see that they are, in fact, improving human rights 
and improving the opportunities for their people. And that is how 
you will build the transition over a period of time. 

Mr. SERRANO. Okay. 
And I will close with this. Is it true you are negotiating a Major 

League Baseball team in Cuba already? 
Secretary KERRY. I think there has been some discussion about 

whether or not there might be a visit at some point in time, appro-
priately, of the team. But I have nothing to do with any other nego-
tiations.

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Fortenberry. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Good morning, Mr. Secretary. 
Secretary KERRY. Good morning. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you for being with us. 
Secretary KERRY. Thanks. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Secretary, I had the extraordinary privi-

lege of being in the room with Pope Francis when he, in a very 
powerful moment, was given a small cross, a Christian crucifix. 
That crucifix had belonged to a young Syrian man who had been 
captured by the jihadists, and he was told to choose: convert or die. 
And he chose his ancient faith tradition; he chose Christ. And he 
was beheaded. His mother was able to recovery the body, recover 
this cross, and bury him. And she fled to Austria, which set the 
stage for this moment which I witnessed. 

Mr. Secretary, this is repeating itself over and over and over 
again against Christians, Yazidis, and other religious minorities in 
the region. 

In 2004, Colin Powell, when he was Secretary of State, came be-
fore the Senate Foreign Relations Committee—and I believe you 
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served on that committee at that point—and declared what was 
happening in Darfur to be a genocide. 

There are 200 Members of Congress—in a bipartisan fashion, we 
have put our names on a resolution that is forthcoming that de-
clares this genocide. There is a growing international consensus in 
this regard. The European Parliament has passed something simi-
lar. The U.S Catholic Bishops; Pope Francis has spoken out; Hil-
lary Clinton has called it such; Marco Rubio; the International As-
sociation of Genocide Scholars. 

I want to note, as well, a word of thanks to you and President 
Obama for the quick action on Mount Sinjar that actually saved 
the lives of women and children, countless persons, who would 
have been wiped out and victimized. 

And so what I am urging here today is that you use the author-
ity and power of your office to call this genocide; to help restore the 
rich tapestry of the ancient faith traditions in the Middle East; to 
stop this assault on human dignity and civilization itself; and to 
set, potentially, the conditions that we are all hoping and praying 
for that reestablishes stability and reintegration of these ancient 
faith traditions into the fabric of the communities and the Middle 
East entirely. I think the stability, the future stability, of the entire 
region depends upon this. 

Secretary KERRY. Well, again, Congressman, thank you for a 
very moving and eloquent description of the problem. And I appre-
ciate—you were lucky to be in that room to witness that, and I cer-
tainly appreciate your reactions to it. 

And I share just a huge sense of revulsion over these acts, obvi-
ously. None of us have ever seen anything like it in our lifetimes, 
though, obviously, if you go back to the Holocaust, the world has 
seen it. 

We are currently doing what I have to do, which is review very 
carefully the legal standards and precedents for whatever judgment 
is made. I can tell you we are doing that. I have had some initial 
recommendations made to me. I have asked for some further eval-
uation. And I will make a decision on this, and I will make a deci-
sion on it as soon as I have that additional evaluation, and we will 
proceed forward from there. But I understand how compelling it is. 

Christians have been moved in many parts now of the Middle 
East, I might add. This is not just in Syria, but in other places 
there has been an increased forced evacuation and displacement, 
which is equally disturbing, though, you know, they aren’t killing 
them in that case, but it is a removal and a cleansing, ethnically 
and religiously, which is deeply disturbing. 

So we are very much focused on this, and, as I say, I will make 
a judgment soon. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. They have taken the conditions for life, as 
well as life, away from Christians, Yazidis, and religious minori-
ties.

And I bring up the declaration by former Secretary of State Colin 
Powell to demonstrate the power that the declaration actually has. 
Because, in doing so, he helped put a stop to that grim reality 
there in Darfur. 

I know you share deep sympathies in this regard. I just urge 
with you, plead with you, partner with us. There is a growing con-
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sensus that this is not only true and real but I think, again, it sets 
the condition for whatever future settlement we have to have. 

Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Secretary KERRY. Thank you. Appreciate it. 
Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Stewart. 
Mr. STEWART. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
And, Mr. Secretary, thank you for your service. 
And I have to say, I am just a little old Congressman, and I real-

ly mean that. I don’t have the background that you do. But we 
view the world in a very different way. If men are from Mars and 
women are from Venus, we have kind of a whole Mars-Venus-Pluto 
thing going on here. And let me give you a couple examples, if I 
could.

You said in your opening statement that you believe our alliance 
with Europe is strong and getting stronger. As a Member of Con-
gress, especially as a member of the Intel Committee, I have a 
chance to travel and talk with world leaders, and this is what I 
hear again and again: Where is the United States? We don’t know 
if we can trust you. We don’t know if you are going to stand by alli-
ances that have been in place for generations in some cases. We 
don’t know if you are going to stand up to your adversaries. 

And the evidence of that isn’t something that I see—it is not an-
ecdotal. It is not something that I have read in newspapers. It is 
my own personal experience. 

Another example, if I could. You said that you are confident that 
we would defeat—you said Daesh, but most of us refer to ISIS or 
ISIL. I just don’t believe this administration has a plan or the will 
to defeat them, and I am certainly not alone in that concern. 

And, with that being said, that we come from this from a dif-
ferent view, there are so many questions I would like to ask you. 
It is a target-rich environment. I would like to ask one quickly and 
then turn to Syria. 

Your own State Department has told us that the former Sec-
retary has kept more than 1,600 classified emails on an unsecured 
server, of which your State Department classified 29, at least, as 
Top Secret. And recognizing that the definition of ‘‘Top Secret’’ is 
that their exposure would potentially cause exceptionally grave 
damage to national security, Top Secret is not a trifling thing. 

And so I wanted to read these emails. I wanted to know what 
was in them and what had potentially been exposed. And I am cu-
rious, Mr. Secretary, have you read these emails that were classi-
fied as Top Secret that were kept on the former Secretary’s private 
server?

Secretary KERRY. So let me answer the questions there that I 
think are relevant to the budget and the policy. 

On Daesh, yes, we have a plan. Let me be clear about that—— 
Mr. STEWART. Well, Mr. Secretary, I wasn’t asking that question. 

I know that we—— 
Secretary KERRY. Well, you did ask a question. You said you 

don’t think that we have a plan. And I want to make it clear we 
have a plan—— 

Mr. STEWART. OK. 
Secretary KERRY. And we are going to defeat—let me just finish 

now.
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Mr. STEWART. Well, actually, Mr. Secretary, this is my time, and 
I didn’t ask that question. 

Secretary KERRY. Well, I thought it was your time to ask a ques-
tion.

Mr. STEWART. And my question was, have you read Secretary 
Clinton’s emails that were on her server that have been classified 
as Top Secret? 

Secretary KERRY. No. No. I have not. It is not my job to do that. 
It is being thoroughly vetted through another process, and I think 
you know that. 

Mr. STEWART. Well, like me, though, it is not necessarily my job 
to vet that, but I was curious what was on those emails and what 
would be classified as Top Secret, so I went ahead and read them. 

I would encourage you to, sir, because I think that there is infor-
mation on there that, as the Secretary, in your position, that you 
would want to know, I would think, what had been potentially been 
exposed.

If I could in the last 2 minutes—— 
Secretary KERRY. We have appropriate people who are managing 

that through appropriate channels. And I think you know that—— 
Mr. STEWART. Well, I certainly do. 
Secretary KERRY [continuing]. Congressman. And I don’t think it 

is appropriate to be characterizing something that the world can’t 
read, which is being taken care of with more than 50 investigations 
by 8 or 9 committees. Honestly. 

Mr. STEWART. But, Mr. Secretary, I—— 
Secretary KERRY. So let’s not fool round here. Let’s talk 

about——
Mr. STEWART. Mr. Secretary, I didn’t characterize those. It was 

your own department that characterized—— 
Secretary KERRY. No, you just characterized them without—you 

said, I read them and I think it is important for people to have a 
sense of whatever. That is a characterization. 

Mr. STEWART. Well, the characterization of being Top Secret is 
not something that I characterized. 

Secretary KERRY. Right. And things get classified after the fact. 
And it happens in the Senate and the House. You folks send things 
on your BlackBerrys, and you send them sometimes from a foreign 
country.

Mr. STEWART. Yes. But, having read these emails—— 
Secretary KERRY. Have they been classified? 
Mr. STEWART. But, having read these emails, I can assure you 

that this isn’t a case of being overclassified. Having read them, I 
know that. 

Secretary KERRY. So let’s come back to Daesh, because that is 
really important to the American people. 

We have taken back—the Iraqis have taken back 40 percent of 
the territory that they held in Iraq. We have liberated Tikrit—they 
have liberated Tikrit. They have liberated Ramadi. They are now 
moving on Hit. They are going to be doing that in Mosul. 

We have cut off the main road between Al-Raqqah and Mosul. 
The secondary roads are being cut off. There have been more than 
10,000 air strikes. People have been eliminated from the battle-
field. We are eliminating their money. They have cut their money 
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to their fighters by 50 percent, in some cases eliminated it. We are 
taking away their source of revenue. 

And President Obama made it clear at the very beginning this 
was not going to happen over night, it is going to take time. 

There are a lot of people in that part of the world who are happy 
to fight to the last American. And the fact is that we are trying 
do this without having the last American on the ground, but, rath-
er, getting forces there, training them, working them. 

We have special forces on the ground. Americans are in Syria; 
Americans are on the ground in Iraq. We are helping them to help 
themselves. And I think most Americans believe that is a pretty 
good way to get it done. 

I have heard the handwringing. And I referred to the 
handwringing in the beginning of my comments. I hear it. But we 
are making a difference. We have reassured Europe. We are going 
up to $3.4 billion. We have redeployed troops. We rotate troops 
through the forward frontline countries. And, frankly, we do more 
than any other country in the world—— 

Mr. STEWART. Well, of course we do more than any other country. 
We are the United States. 

And my time is up, so I will just conclude with this. There is no 
question that we have made some progress there. I wouldn’t say 
that that isn’t true. I would say—and you call it handwringing in 
a pejorative way, as if, you know, we are children who are just sit-
ting with—— 

Secretary KERRY. Because it doesn’t comport with the facts, Con-
gressman.

Mr. STEWART. There are legitimate concerns—— 
Secretary KERRY. The facts are that we are getting these things 

done. The facts are—— 
Mr. STEWART. Well, Mr. Secretary—— 
Secretary KERRY [continuing]. That we are providing for these 

folks.
Mr. STEWART [continuing]. We could have an exchange about 

whether we are getting these things done. But it a legitimate con-
cern on many of our part whether this administration has the will 
and a plan to move forward on this and to actually defeat them. 
Because I am not the only one who questions whether that is the 
case. And it is not only Americans who question that, as well. 
Many of our allies do. 

Madam Chairman, I apologize for going over. I yield back. 
Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Secretary KERRY. Can I just say, Madam Chairman—— 
Ms. GRANGER. We have one last question from Mrs. Lowey and 

from me. 
Mrs. Lowey. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Chair, I just want to say I think the discus-

sion of the emails in this forum, when we have the whole world 
here, seems inappropriate. 

And if I am not mistaken, in all the discussions I have heard, 
that Secretary Colin Powell had the same system in place. And, in 
fact, the emails that were sent to both Secretary Powell and Sec-
retary Clinton were not classified at the time they were sent. 

Secretary KERRY. That is correct. 
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Mrs. LOWEY. So I think, in looking at the whole process—and I 
am sure you, as the Secretary of State, are looking at the whole 
process. But I don’t think this is the appropriate forum to deal with 
it.

Ms. GRANGER. But I believe you had a question, didn’t you? 
Mrs. LOWEY. And I did have another question. Thank you so 

much.
What I was so concerned about, Secretary Kerry, when you were 

talking about arms shipments outside of the JCPOA being turned 
around—and isn’t it wonderful that they were turned around?—my 
reaction was, is this a cat-and-mouse game? Or is there a real un-
derstanding with Iran that they have a responsibility to comply 
with the U.N. sanctions, the other sanctions in place, and they 
shouldn’t be arming other nations in the region that are just caus-
ing one incident after another where people are dying? 

So I am a little puzzled about that and why Iran is not com-
plying with the other sanctions that are very clearly in place. 

Secretary KERRY. I think, Congresswoman, what you have is— 
sometimes independent actions by independent entities is very 
hard to measure. But, as you know, the IRGC opposed the Iran 
agreement bitterly. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Right. 
Secretary KERRY. The IRGC wanted to have a nuclear umbrella, 

and the IRGC resented—the IRGC does certain things. And so we, 
in contacting the government, made it clear that we would take 
steps if indeed they were going to deliver anything. And since noth-
ing was delivered, there was a response that seemed to be appro-
priate.

Now, it is not a cat-and-mouse game, no. If we find something 
happening, we are going to respond, as we did on the missile 
launch. But—— 

Mrs. LOWEY. May I ask you—because I know we are all going to 
be cut off and you have to leave. But, Mr. Secretary, with great re-
spect, when you said the IRGC is independent—— 

Secretary KERRY. No, I said sometimes things happen. I am not 
saying that. 

We don’t know what happened. What we do know is that nothing 
happened; we didn’t have a transfer. We don’t know for sure what 
was on there. We didn’t inspect it. So we saw a convoy, and we told 
them it would be better not to push the envelope here, and they 
didn’t. Now, I didn’t know specifically what was loaded in there or 
what—I am just saying to you that I think you need to have your 
facts. When we have the facts, like the missile launch, we re-
sponded, and we will in the future. 

We do know, also, that there are weapons that have come out of 
Iran, gone through Damascus, gone to Lebanon. And we have made 
it very clear, very clear, that that is an invitation to response, no 
question about it. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Because we are limited on time, I will pursue this 
with Secretary Lew, because I understand these sanctions are 
being overseen by his department. Treasury is responsible for this 
series of sanctions. And I think it has to be made very clear that 
this is unacceptable even if we don’t catch you. 

Thank you. 
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Secretary KERRY. Well, I mean—— 
Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you for your work. 
Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Secretary, the committee has given the ad-

ministration significant funding and flexibility to address local 
health threats, including broad authority to use funds to address 
public health emergency of international concern, and, of course, 
that is Zika, which has been declared by the World Health Organi-
zation.

Mr. Secretary, to use this authority, you have to declare it in the 
national interest to respond to such emergency. I am going to ask 
a quick question because all I need is one word, ‘‘yes’’ or ‘‘no.’’ Do 
you intend to make this declaration so you can access existing 
funds immediately to fight the Zika outbreak? 

Secretary KERRY. You are right, I do have that ability. And the 
Zika virus is still being analyzed and evaluated with respect to ex-
actly what it is going to require, how much it is going to require. 

We are concerned about it, which is why we have requested the 
additional money. But we are also concerned about Ebola on the 
other side possibly resurging. And, yes, there is some money left 
over in there, but we don’t know how much either one is really 
going to demand. So we are loathe to take what has already been 
appropriated for Ebola, with Zika coming down the line and yet to 
be determined how big and how broad it is going to be. So it is pre-
mature to make that decision. 

I am well aware of the authority, obviously. If it suddenly started 
to move more rapidly and we had a greater sense of broad threat 
to the public which required a more immediate response, obviously 
we would move in an emergency way to take from wherever. But 
right now that is just not the way to deal with it, in our judgment. 
We are trying to keep them on separate tracks. 

Ms. GRANGER. As we conclude the hearing today, I wanted to 
raise an issue that I continue to hear about from my constituents 
and also from Members. So for this one, just please provide for the 
record an update on the refugee screening process and highlight 
what changes have been made to the process to better ensure that 
refugees admitted for resettlement in the United States do not pose 
a threat to our country or the community in which they are reset-
tled. That came up about the Syrians that we were looking at. 

Secretary KERRY. Yep. 
Ms. GRANGER. So if you could submit that for the record. 
Ms. GRANGER. I thank you again for your time, I thank you for 

your energy and all the effort you have given to world crises. 
Secretary KERRY. Thanks so much. 
Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Secretary KERRY. Madam Chairman, again, I just want to say to 

you thank you. You have been terrific. When I have needed to call 
you urgently, you have been available. And, likewise, the ranking 
member. You both have been enormously helpful, and we are very 
grateful for the bipartisan effort. Thank you. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
This concludes today’s hearing, and members may submit any 

additional questions for the record. 
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The Subcommittee on State, Foreign Operations, and Related 
Programs stands adjourned. 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 15, 2016. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY INTERNATIONAL 
PROGRAMS

WITNESS

HON. JACK LEW, SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRWOMAN GRANGER

Ms. GRANGER. The Subcommittee on State, Foreign Operations, 
and Related Programs will come to order. I would like to welcome 
Secretary Lew to discuss the fiscal year 2017 budget request for 
the Treasury Department’s International Affairs programs. 

The funding under review today supports contributions to inter-
national financial institutions, such as the World Bank and re-
gional banks, other contributions to multilateral funds and tech-
nical assistance programs. 

The budget request totals $2.3 billion, a $5 million increase 
above fiscal year 2016. While this may seem like the budget is vir-
tually straight lined from last year, the budget includes a number 
of new requests. 

Turning to the World Bank and the regional development banks, 
I remain concerned about the funds this subcommittee provides. I 
would like to hear from you today about the efforts these institu-
tions are making to publicly track funds and provide independent 
evaluations of program effectiveness. 

Additionally, I have been following the growth and contributions 
by USAID and the Department of State to trust funds managed by 
the World Bank and other financial institutions. I am concerned 
about the lack of oversight of these taxpayer dollars. 

The 2016 omnibus included a shift in U.S. resources at the IMF 
from emergency fund to the general quota and required a number 
of reforms. I hope you can discuss any recent developments. 

Also included in the administration’s request is $250 million for 
the Green Climate Fund. Mr. Secretary, I don’t have to remind you 
of the strong opposition by many members of Congress to any fund-
ing for this purpose. 

Finally, the United States government is providing an increasing 
number of loan guarantees to foreign governments. I will ask you 
about loans and loan guarantees later. I know you have taken a 
personal interest in boosting economies of our allies and partners. 

Secretary Lew, thank you for being here today. You have many 
important topics to discuss. 

And I will now turn to my ranking member, Mrs. Lowey, for her 
opening statement. 
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OPENING STATEMENT OF MRS. LOWEY

Mrs. LOWEY. Secretary Lew, I join Chairwoman Granger in wel-
coming you here today. I thank you for your service to our country. 

The President’s 2017 budget request reflects the importance of 
our continued investments in international financial institutions, 
such as the IMF and the World Bank, which offer a cost-effective 
way to leverage taxpayer dollars and promote our own economic 
and national security interests. 

Additionally, the Treasury Department leads the world in dis-
rupting terrorist financing networks, enforcing sanctions against 
violators of international norms and providing technical assistance 
to countries serious about strengthening their own financial man-
agement and accountability systems. 

Your department plays an essential role in these vital efforts, 
and I look forward to hearing from you on how the request would 
further these important undertakings. 

First, with regard to Ukraine, a U.N. panel reported last week 
that more than 9,000 civilians have been killed since the conflict 
started in April 2014. Given Russia’s ongoing aggression, I would 
like to know what effect U.S. and E.U. sanctions have had on 
Putin. Specifically, I would like to know if Russia has retaliated 
economically against us or our allies, and if there are additional 
punitive economic measures we should be considering. 

Second, Iran recently gained access to billions of dollars in 
unfrozen assets following implementation of the Joint Comprehen-
sive Plan of Action. Please update this subcommittee on how the 
regime has used the money so far and the effectiveness of U.S. 
sanctions on Iran for its financial support of terrorism, human 
rights abuses, export of weapons, and ballistic missile testing. 

Third, we should all applaud the climate change commitments 
reached last year in Paris, as well as the announcement last week 
by President Obama and Canadian Prime Minister Trudeau on re-
ducing methane emissions. 

Failure to provide the adequate resources to address an impend-
ing environmental catastrophe risks creating conditions for even 
greater dangers, including failed states and populations more vul-
nerable to conflict and radicalization. 

Instead, U.S. efforts to combat climate change helps developing 
countries increase their own resiliency, mitigate instability caused 
by population displacement, and address declines in the global food 
and water supply. 

That is why it would be very useful to hear specifically how the 
administration’s request of $409 million in Treasury programs to 
address climate change, including the Green Climate Fund and the 
Global Environmental Facility, would help protect the environ-
ment, U.S. national security interests, and job creation at home. 

Fourth, faced with limited resources, members of our sub-
committee constantly weigh funding for bilateral versus multilat-
eral programs. 

Unfortunately, last year the House mark eliminated funding for 
several international financial institutions, which would have jeop-
ardized the interests of the United States and harmed struggling 
communities abroad. 
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I hope we can avoid such divisive and counterproductive pro-
posals this year, and instead recognize that U.S. confidence in 
these institutions is paramount. 

I look forward to hearing from you on the administration’s over-
sight of the operations of the World Bank and other international 
financial institutions, including for example, the ongoing review of 
the World Bank’s environmental and social safeguards. 

Finally, Congress approved last year the long-overdue IMF quota 
and governance reforms. I would appreciate hearing how these re-
forms have helped advance U.S. interests in the institution and 
bolster equitable participation in global economic decisions. 

And thank you very much for being with us today. 
Ms. GRANGER. Secretary Lew, please proceed with your opening 

remarks. There are many issues that members want to discuss dur-
ing our time with you today, so I would encourage you to summa-
rize your remarks so that we have time for you to address ques-
tions. The yellow light on your timer will appear when you have 
2 minutes left. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SECRETARY LEW

Secretary LEW. Thank you, Chairman Granger, Ranking Member 
Lowey. It is good to be here to discuss the 2017 Treasury budget 
request.

Since my testimony last year, our economy has continued its 
record-breaking streak of private sector job creation, which has 
reached 6 consecutive years and more than 14 million jobs. Over 
the last 2 years, we have experienced the strongest job creation 
since the 1990s, and at 4.9 percent, the unemployment rate is half 
its peak in 2009. 

We continue on a sound fiscal path, with the deficit from fiscal 
year 2009 to 2015 falling by almost three-quarters, to 2.5 percent 
of Gross Domestic Product. 

With the passage of the omnibus spending bill in December, we 
helped to build on this momentum. It will contribute to our eco-
nomic growth and it will help to rebuild our international leader-
ship. As you both noted, the agreement included critical IMF quota 
and governance reforms that have helped to preserve the central 
role of the United States in the international economic system and 
to advance our economic and national security objectives. 

The budget agreement also demonstrated that we have the ca-
pacity to find common ground on difficult issues. It lays the founda-
tion for addressing some of our long-term challenges, but a lot of 
work remains. That is why this year’s budget includes critical in-
vestments in our domestic and national security priorities. 

Treasury’s 2017 budget request builds on a significant year for 
international development, which in addition to IMF quota reform, 
saw the adoption of the Addis Ababa action agenda and the 2030 
agenda for sustainable development, and culminated in a success-
ful Paris climate agreement. 

Our fiscal year 2017 request makes investments in some of the 
most cost-effective ways to reinforce economic growth at home and 
respond to critical international challenges like poverty, environ-
mental degradation, and food insecurity. For example, the World 
Bank’s International Development Association provides a cost-effec-
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tive means to support the world’s poorest countries. Every dollar 
contribution from the United States leverages almost $13 in con-
tributions from other donors and the World Bank’s internal re-
sources.

Our request also begins to address some of our prior unmet com-
mitments to the international community and provides additional 
funding for Treasury’s Office of Technical Assistance (OTA), to 
broaden its efforts to build effective public financial institutions by 
advising and training government officials in developing countries. 

These investments in multilateral development banks (MDBs) 
like the World Bank and the regional development banks help to 
support our national security objectives, increase economic growth, 
and reduce poverty. The assistance and technical know-how of the 
MDBs has nurtured the economic reforms, infrastructure and social 
investments that have driven the growth of some of our most stra-
tegic trade partners. 

They play an important role in building sustainable and trans-
parent economic growth in emerging and developing countries, and 
more and more we have come to see the MDBs as vital partners 
in helping to address national security threats. 

In addition to meeting our current commitments to the MDBs, it 
is urgent that we work with Congress to address our prior unmet 
commitments, which now approach $1.6 billion. At the World Bank, 
this is particularly urgent because failure to meet our commit-
ments this year will result in a loss of U.S. shareholding that could 
impact our veto power, damage our credibility, and weaken our 
ability to shape policy priorities. 

When it comes to global challenges like climate change, food in-
security and gender imbalances, the world continues to rely on 
multilateral institutions, and strong U.S. leadership within them, 
to help developing countries make concrete investments. 

And U.S. contributions to specialized multilateral funds leverage 
resources from other donor countries and the private sector, signifi-
cantly multiplying the impact of American taxpayer dollars. 

In particular, I want to focus on two such funds: the Global Envi-
ronmental Facility (GEF) and the Green Climate Fund (GCF). The 
GEF delivers benefits to the United States and global community 
by protecting the environment, including preserving the ozone 
layer, supporting fisheries, combating wildlife trafficking, and re-
ducing mercury pollution that can contaminate our food supply. As 
you know, the President pledged $3 billion to the GCF, which our 
budget request supports in part. 

The GCF is designed to be a key element of the collective global 
effort to build resilience and reduce carbon pollution. The fiscal 
year 2017 budget request also includes important funding for a va-
riety of other programs, including the Central American & Carib-
bean Catastrophe Risk Insurance Program, the Global Agriculture 
and Food Security Program, the International Fund for Agricul-
tural Development, and the World Bank Global Infrastructure Fa-
cility.

Finally, Treasury is seeking $33.5 million for OTA, an increase 
of $10 million over the fiscal year 2016 enacted level. Our request 
reflects a strong and increasing demand for OTA to support U.S. 
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foreign policy, national security, and economic priorities in Central 
America, Africa, Asia, Ukraine and other regions. 

The request also supports my commitment at the 2015 Financing 
for Development Conference to double OTA’s assistance and signifi-
cantly increase U.S. Government support for domestic resource mo-
bilization by 2020, helping countries to better raise and manage 
their own financial resources. 

Treasury’s international programs are some of the most cost-ef-
fective ways to reinforce economic growth at home and to respond 
to critical challenges abroad. Specifically, U.S. leadership in inter-
national financial institutions enables us to influence how and 
where resources are deployed, often on a scale that we cannot 
achieve through our bilateral programs alone. 

It is crucial that we continue to have bipartisan support for these 
institutions to ensure that our influence remains as strong today 
as it has been over the past several decades. 

And with that, I look forward to answering your questions. 
[The information follows:] 
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Ms. GRANGER. We will begin with the questions. I want to re-
mind members and the witness that you have 5 minutes for ques-
tions and the responses. The yellow light on your timer will appear 
when you have 2 minutes remaining, and it will be followed by a 
red light which means you get thrown out of here, I think—is that 
what happens? If time permits, we will have a second round of 
questions.

I will begin. The fiscal year 2016 appropriations bill included 
funding and authority for a third loan guarantee for the govern-
ment of Ukraine, but this agreement has not been finalized by the 
administration.

Loan guarantees from the United States have helped boost 
Ukraine’s sovereign rating, which was raised last fall. However, in 
fiscal year 2017, there are no funds requested for another loan 
guarantee.

Mr. Secretary, I am concerned about Ukraine. I know that you 
are concerned. The administration is also concerned about Ukraine. 

I know from the press that there has been a lot going on with 
their government. I know they need the U.S. loan guarantee, but 
I think all of us are concerned that we ensure that reforms are 
being implemented by that government. How can the United States 
use its leverage? 

Secretary LEW. Chairman Granger, I think we agree completely 
on the importance of Ukraine, and we have had a great working 
relationship with you and with the subcommittee to show united 
bipartisan support for Ukraine. 

The two loan guarantees that we have put in place have been es-
sential as part of an international package to give Ukraine the 
chance to rebuild its economy in the face of terrible aggression and 
to get itself into a place where it has the possibility of a successful 
future. In fact, they have turned the corner sooner than expected 
and had a period of economic growth earlier than expected. 

We are working with them on the third loan guarantee. The de-
tails are still being worked out. One of the conditions of each of our 
loan guarantees is that they meet their fiscal commitments and 
they also meet the commitments to government reform. We have 
been very clear, as has the IMF, that both of those commitments 
are critical, not just to keep the support flowing, but for Ukraine 
to have a viable future. 

I know this is a period of turmoil in Ukraine politically; we con-
tinue to work with the finance ministry on the terms of the loan 
guarantee.

Obviously, the situation has to settle down politically for them to 
either form a new government or not. The test will not change; the 
test will be, do they stick to their fiscal reforms, both on the spend-
ing and the tax side? And do they stick to their anti-corruption re-
forms, which are just as critical. 

We have made that, at the highest level, an issue. I invest a lot 
of time personally with the government of Ukraine. They value the 
role that we play; frankly, they value the fact that we keep remind-
ing them what they need to do to have a stronger future for their 
country.

Ms. GRANGER. I know you and I have discussed that and how im-
portant it is. I have been there three times, and we all agree we 
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would like to help, but they have to help themselves, and I appre-
ciate your staying with that. 

The second question I have, Iraq has faced declining revenues be-
cause of low oil prices, we all know that. The government of Iraq 
has stated that they may raise funds on the international capital 
markets later in the year. 

In the fiscal year 2016 omnibus, authority was included for up 
to $2.7 billion in direct loans for Iraq for military purchases. In the 
fiscal year 2017 budget request, the administration is requesting a 
second loan for Iraq for military assistance, as well as a sovereign 
loan guarantee for economic assistance. 

First, what is the timeline for issuing the loan that was author-
ized in fiscal year 2016, and how much funding will be needed to 
subsidize that loan? 

And second, what actions will the government of Iraq need to 
take to receive the second loan for military assistance and the new 
loan guarantee requested in fiscal year 2017? 

Secretary LEW. Chairman Granger, the support for Iraq, we be-
lieve is critical. Iraq needs to have economic stability if it is going 
to have political stability. We are urging Iraq to take very tough 
actions to counter ISIL and to be a partner in that effort. But with 
the lower price of oil, they are under a great deal of economic pres-
sure.

I think the Foreign Military Financing (FMF) action was an im-
portant way to make sure that they have the resources they need 
to build their defense, but also to create the cash flow for them to 
manage towards a more stable, economic future. 

We are probably several weeks away from finalizing the details 
of the first FMF loan. The State Department takes a lead on that; 
we are consulting with them. The exact cost of it will depend on 
the terms. I believe that the outer limit is $250 million, but it could 
be less than that, depending on the duration and the tenor of it. 

We look forward to working together with you on additional pro-
visions for 2017. One of the things that Iraq will have to do, not 
unlike the conversation we just had about Ukraine, is put some 
economic reforms in place. They are in the midst of working with 
the IMF on a standby agreement. That would put in place the ar-
chitecture for reforms that we could build on with our loan guaran-
tees.

I think they understand that it is a package and that they need 
to have those reforms in place. 

It has been a challenge, but that is something that I think, 
again, they need to do it for their own future. And it will be some-
thing that our ability to enter into the loan guarantees is connected 
to.

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. Just one part about the loan guaran-
tees. The dispute between the Kurds, and their regional govern-
ment and Iraqis over oil revenues, the U.S. must use its influence 
to try to resolve this matter. 

I think we have all watched the Kurds and what they have tried 
to do, and the real risks they have taken. So, finding a solution to 
this issue, I think, and I believe it should be a condition of Iraq 
receiving loans and loan guarantees. Do you agree with that? 
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Secretary LEW. Treasury has consistently encouraged the govern-
ment of Iraq and the Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG) to 
work together to implement the revenue sharing agreement. My 
understanding is that their 2016 budget contains provisions for the 
resumption of the 2015 oil deal. We will continue to work with 
them, because having an orderly resolution of that internally would 
be the best outcome. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. Mrs. Lowey. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you. 
Mr. Secretary, I remain very concerned with how Iran will spend 

billions of dollars of unfrozen assets, which has been valued be-
tween $50 billion and $150 billion. Just 2 weeks ago, Iran’s ambas-
sador to Lebanon pledged $7,000 to each of the families of Pales-
tinian terrorists who committed acts against Israelis. 

In your estimate, exactly how much money has Iran acquired 
since implementation of the JCPOA? What is the administration’s 
strategy to combat Iran’s funding of terrorist groups and supply of 
weapons, and do you have numbers for how much money Iran pro-
vides Hezbollah, Hamas, Palestinian, Islamic, jihad and Shia mili-
tias in Iraq? 

And do you believe these figures are likely to increase as a result 
of sanctions relief? 

Secretary LEW. Congresswoman Lowey, let me answer that ques-
tion as best I can in this room, and we can have a conversation in 
a different setting where we possibly could go into some more de-
tail.

Iran’s nuclear commitments have been capped. That is very im-
portant; it means that Iran is backing out of its pathway to a nu-
clear weapon. We have, pursuant to the agreement, lifted only the 
nuclear sanctions, but we have lifted the nuclear sanctions, as we 
have to—if there is an agreement—that is the purpose of sanctions 
to get the policy changed, and the sanctions have to accordingly be 
reduced.

We have not lifted sanctions on terrorism, we have not lifted 
sanctions on regional destabilization, we have not lifted sanctions 
on human rights violations. We continue to work, as we always do, 
to identify targets where there are actions taken that require des-
ignation; we have made a number of designations since the agree-
ment was reached, we will continue to do so. 

In terms of the total amount of money, it has not changed from 
where we were when we were presenting the agreement over the 
summer. There is roughly $100 billion of resources out there, of 
which only about $50 billion could actually go back to Iran, because 
the others are tied up for reasons that make them unavailable. 
Iran’s own estimate is they have, theoretically, access to maybe $30 
billion.

We have actually seen a very slow return of those monies to 
Iran. They are having a challenging time dealing with the inter-
national financial system, but that money will begin to flow. 

One of the things that we know is that the backlog of needs in 
Iran is tremendous. The domestic pressure is for spending on do-
mestic needs, both human and infrastructure. As I said in July, I 
wish I could say not a penny would go to malign purposes, but 
money is fungible and I cannot say that. 
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What I do believe, and what we continue to see, is that the ac-
tivities that Iran funds that we very much want to stop, things like 
the funding of terrorism, are being stressed, which means they are 
not accessing the kinds of sums that would give you reason to be-
lieve that there is a significant change in the shape of what they 
are doing. 

But I am happy in a different setting to go into whatever detail 
we have. 

Mrs. LOWEY. I would like to do that, because I am very con-
cerned, obviously, about where the money is going and how much 
more money Iran might receive. 

If you can share with me the status, which has been raised here 
before, of multilateral bank loans to Iran and what steps is the de-
partment taking to ensure international financial institutions are 
complying with United Nations sanctions on Iran? 

And can you assure this subcommittee that the U.S. will con-
tinue to oppose any World Bank loans to Iran until they are in 
compliance with all bilateral, multilateral sanctions, human rights, 
missile testings, supporting terrorism, et cetera? 

Secretary LEW. We do continue to oppose them. There have not 
been new loans to Iran, there are some old loans out there, I be-
lieve. I am happy to get back to you with the details. But we have 
made clear that we will continue with the position that we have 
had.

Mrs. LOWEY. I see my yellow—I have a couple more minutes. 
The administration has pledged to strictly enforce existing sanc-

tions in Iran, other than those relaxed under the JCPOA, and that 
is why the SFOPS bill last year included a reporting requirement 
on the status of implementation and enforcement of bilateral multi-
lateral sanctions against Iran, and actions taken by the U.S. and 
international community to enforce such actions. 

Now, if you could quickly—otherwise, we will continue—what is 
the status of the report? Beyond the 11 entities supporting Iran’s 
missile programs, has the administration imposed any sanctions 
targeting Iran’s non-nuclear activities since the JCPOA was 
reached?

For instance, sanctions for supporting terrorism, supporting the 
Assad regime, human rights violations, and supporting Shiite mili-
tias in Iraq? 

Secretary LEW. In terms of the report, my understanding is the 
report is due in June or July, and the work is being done on it. I 
am happy to get back to you with details on that. In terms of the 
sanctioning or the designation of entities, we have continued; 11 
Hezbollah-related targets were sanctioned under terrorism authori-
ties for terrorism-related activities and a number for missile activi-
ties.

I am happy to get a list to you. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you, and I know that the chair and I, and 

this committee are very concerned. We understand that is separate 
from the nuclear agreement. 

Secretary LEW. Yes. 
Mrs. LOWEY. But I think it is important that we get specifics and 

the administration is aggressive in making it clear to Iran that this 
is serious and we are going to stop it. 
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Secretary LEW. We have been very clear, throughout the negotia-
tions and since, that the lifting of nuclear sanctions does not take 
away the sanctions on terrorism, regional destabilization or human 
rights.

The designation process, as you know, is a very time-consuming 
and cumbersome one. We will continue to go through it, as we have 
information, as we have the ability to make designations, and it is 
something that I pay a lot of attention to. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you very much, Madam Chair. 
And just one other comment, when you are preparing this report, 

I am very interested in the transfer of that $7,000 to the Palestin-
ians who are committing terrorist acts. 

Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Diaz-Balart. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. 
I want to first thank Mrs. Lowey for that line of questioning, and 

I think we all share your concerns. And I would like to be there 
if you are going to have a classified on that. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Secretary, good to see you sir. Let me stay 

on the sanctions issue, but in a different part of the world. 
You now have more sanctions relief to the Castro regime, but we 

are asking nothing in return. Your new regulations effectively au-
thorized the Castro dictatorship to use the U.S. financial system as 
a flow through for their international transactions. 

Mr. Secretary, let’s be very clear. The Cuban people aren’t shuf-
fling dollars through Europeans banks or through Panama. It is 
only the Castro regime. Let me give you an opportunity to correct 
me. Do you know what percentage of non-regime players, Cubans, 
are using the international system to—you know, for financial 
ways, how many are using it? 

Is it only the regime, which is 100 percent according to the num-
bers that I have. Do you have different numbers or is it 100 per-
cent, just the regime that you are facilitating this for. 

Secretary LEW. Congressman, I know that we disagree on 
the——

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. I am just trying to get some facts. I am trying 
to get the facts from you. 

Secretary LEW. I am happy to ask for the technical staff to come 
back.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Well, you have a number of—you have a dozen 
people here with you. 

Secretary LEW. Well, the purpose of our relief of the Cuban sanc-
tions is within the law, not go outside of the bounds of the law, but 
within the law, to try and increase contact between the United 
States and Cuba because the policy of the last 50 years has not 
worked.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Secretary, again, there are a couple of 
things here. It is not Cuba. What you are doing is helping and only 
helping the regime. I want to help Cuba. But you are helping— 
what you are doing is only helping the regime, unless you can cor-
rect me. That is well—another area, where you are only helping 
the regime. 
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Secretary LEW. I am happy to go through the elements of what 
we have done, but we have—— 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Well, I am trying to get some facts from you 
sir.

Secretary LEW. The facts are what we have tried to do is increase 
people to people contact. We have tried to increase the availability 
of communications for the Cuban people. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. I am asking you very specifically about the fi-
nancial transactions. 

Secretary LEW. I—the bank accounts—— 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Right. I am hoping that you can prove me 

wrong, but I will bet that you are not going to be able to. Moreover 
sir, this isn’t for telecom or ad sales—which, by the way, are ex-
empted by law. It is a blanket authorization for all of the regime’s 
activities.

Now, what statutory authority do you perceive to have to author-
ize such transactions which are clearly inconsistent with federal 
law?

Secretary LEW. Well Congressman, we have complied with all of 
the prohibitions, both in the embargo and in the specifically, pro-
hibited financial activities. What we have done is we have ad-
dressed the sanctions that were put in place by executive action, 
removing those executive actions. 

We have been very careful to stay within the bounds of what is 
not an open space. We have made clear that we would do otherwise 
if we did not have those constraints, but we have acted within 
those constraints. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Secretary, again, what I am asking is 
what statutory authority do you have? Do you perceive that you 
have? Because federal law is very clear that there are exemptions 
for three areas and what this does is way beyond that. So, what 
statutory authority—where is that statutory authority? 

Secretary LEW. Well, there are regulations that were put in place 
under the Trading with the Enemy Act by executive action. Those 
are being changed by executive action. None of the activities pro-
hibited by the Libertad Act are addressed by the changes made. We 
have obviously made the changes, very cognizant of the legal land-
scape.

We have worked, within that, to relieve what we can relieve, but 
not that which we cannot. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Secretary, you are aware that General 
Clapper said that when it comes to threats from foreign intel-
ligence entities, he said, Russia and China pose the greatest threat, 
followed by Iran and Cuba. You are aware of that? 

Secretary LEW. I have not seen that comment, but—— 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. All right. Well, you should be aware of that. 

So, again, in this particular area, how are you going to—what are 
you going do to help, make sure that you are not helping to fi-
nance—since again, these—this part of the new reg that I am talk-
ing to you about, deals which allow the regime access to U.S. finan-
cial institutions? 

What steps are you going to take to make sure that it is not used 
in a way to go against our national security interests, which again, 
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according to General Clapper, after China and Russia, Iran and 
Cuba are the next greatest threats? 

Secretary LEW. As you know, the embargo still limits very, very 
significantly, what the amount of activity between the U.S. and 
Cuba can be. We have taken the actions we have taken in order 
to open up the ability for commerce, and people-to-people contact 
and the financing necessary to support that, but not in violation of 
the provisions that prohibit certain kinds of financial activity. 

We have worked in that space because we think the policy of the 
last 50 years has failed. That this is a way to advance the cause 
of change in Cuba and to get to a result which is a—benefit to the 
Cuban people. 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Secretary, my time is up. Hopefully, we 
will be able to continue the conversation. 

Thank you madam. 
Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Ruppersberger. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Secretary, I am going to not leave the issue 

of these sanctions, but I want to get into Iran. First, in response 
to Iran’s illegal missile tests, the U.S. imposed sanctions on 11 en-
tities and individuals for the provision of missile related technology 
to Iran. 

The Iranians paid for that technology, but no financial institution 
was sanctioned for the transaction. And the technology arrived in 
Iran by either boat or plane and yet no shipping line or airline was 
sanctioned.

Now my questions are, shouldn’t we be going after the infrastruc-
ture that allows Iran to continue its missile program? And, did any 
financial institution or transportation company facilitate a trans-
action that supported Iran’s missile program? 

Also, can you commit to sanctioning companies that facilitate the 
provision of support to Iran’s illicit activities? 

Now, on the recent missile sanctions, Congress was notified of 
the sanctions. And then the administration pulled back the sanc-
tions till after implementation day and that was the release of 
American prisoners. 

During the period of delay, were the sanction companies able to 
move assets, such that when the sanctions were issued, there were 
no assets to freeze. And where—were any assets belonging to these 
entities actually frozen? Now, that is a lot out there if you want 
me to resay it, but basically, where are we as it relates to the sanc-
tions with Iran? 

Secretary LEW. So Congressman, we have, as you indicated, des-
ignated the entities that we identified that were involved in sup-
porting the missile program in Iran. We continue to investigate 
other entities and can only bring an action when we have a fully 
developed foundation for a designation. We are continuing to build 
additional actions. 

I think that it is premature to talk about entities until we reach 
the stage of designation, but we are looking at a wide range of enti-
ties involved in supporting the missile program. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Another issue. I think the public is con-
fused about the appeal with Iran as it relates to nuclear. And no 
question, that that did stop Iran from moving forward, which real-
ly, probably solidified some very serious issues that could have oc-
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curred with other countries buying nuclear weapons if that was not 
done. And I think it is also important to note, that we have still 
sanctions as it relates to terrorism and other issues that you talked 
about.

But this is very important we continue moving ahead because, in 
my opinion, Iran is still exporting terrorism and that type of thing. 
I see I still have a green lignt—so I want to get into another area 
very quickly. And that is the issue of the China’s new Asian infra-
structure investment bank. Those of us who have been in numer-
ous countries—and I know that I would see in Kenya and in Libya 
and—well, not Libya, but I saw in other different countries—what? 
Yemen, is an example. A lot of Chinese buildings. Like I remember 
having a conversation with the former President of Libya, I mean— 
Yemen.

I think it is such a tough place now, forget it. In saying, the Chi-
nese give us a lot, but we just still don’t like them. So, I was glad 
to hear that, but when we are talking about the Chinese—going 
forward with this new infrastructure bank, this could have impact 
on us. How do you think we should deal with that? 

Secretary LEW. So our position on the Asian Infrastructure Bank 
(AIB) has been, on the one hand, we think it is a good thing that 
there is more support for international infrastructure investment 
in Asia. But it is very important that it be done in a way that is 
consistent with standards, like the standards that we pursue in our 
multilateral development banks that we are involved in. 

We have made that case to all the participants, we have made 
that case to the Chinese, and I think we have had a lot of success. 
They have now adopted operating rules that are very much leaning 
towards observing the kinds of norms that we support in the multi-
lateral institutions that we contribute to. 

We are not part of the AIB, so we are not in the inside making 
those rules, but I think our effort on the outside to put a bright 
light on that—— 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. But my issue there is that could be dan-
gerous. A lot of our European allies, a lot of our allies are using 
this fund, which is really buying relationships and influence. 

Secretary LEW. But it is an international fund, they will have to 
work on a multilateral basis, not just a bilateral basis. I think 
what you have described is a fair description of their bilateral eco-
nomic activities. 

What we have made clear is that for a multilateral institution, 
they are going to have to operate in a different way, where it vio-
lates norms that a lot of the countries that have signed up to the 
bank would have to object to. 

The jury is out, they have not made their first loans yet. I think 
that a year ago the discussion of standards in the context of the 
Asian Infrastructure Bank was a soft conversation. I think because 
we have put a bright light on the importance of that, it has become 
a very loud conversation, with the right commitments being made. 

But now the question is what will the actions be, and we will 
start to know when they make loans. The more they partner with 
the multilateral institutions that have high standards, the more 
likely they are to operate in a way that is consistent with the kinds 



359

of norms that are good for a growing, global economy, and other 
values that we pursue in the multinational space. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. OK. Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Dent. 
Mr. DENT. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
And I would like to follow up on the questions of Mr. Ruppers-

berger and Mrs. Lowey with respect to the Iran sanctions. There 
have been more ballistic missile launches by the Iranians, in viola-
tion of U.N. resolutions and certainly not in the spirit of the nu-
clear agreement. 

Billions of assets have been unfrozen. Iran, in my view, is now 
in a position to become much more of a regional hegemon. Right 
now, the Russians are up at the U.N. protecting Iran, voting with 
them, protecting them even though the Iranians have violated the 
U.N. resolutions with respect to the ballistic missile launches. They 
have humiliated Ambassador Power, put a thumb right in her eye 
and our country’s eye. 

The question I have is: Do you believe that Russia is more 
aligned with the United States or more aligned with Iran when it 
comes to Syria and the broader Middle East crisis? 

Secretary LEW. It is a complicated question to explain what Rus-
sia’s motives are. 

Mr. DENT. It is not so tough—on Iran right now. 
Secretary LEW. Let me explain how I see the Iran agreement 

coming together and the role that the international community 
played.

Russia was part of the agreement to put sanctions in place and 
to enforce the sanctions. It brought Iran to the table that led to a 
nuclear agreement. The nuclear agreement has real important im-
pact. It means that Iran is now out of the process of developing a 
nuclear weapon. 

I totally agree that the missile launches are provocative and vio-
late other understandings. We have made clear through our efforts 
to sanction entities and our indication that we are going to con-
tinue to identify targets as we have the cases to do so, and that 
we will take the appropriate actions. 

But I think the importance of the global community being to-
gether forcing Iran to the point where it had to back away from its 
nuclear program is a very very significant accomplishment. 

Mr. DENT. I can’t believe, though, that knowing how the Rus-
sians are behaving with respect to the missile launch, do we think 
that they would actually ever support us on a snap-back sanction 
in the event the Iranians were to violate the nuclear agreement? 
This does not portend well. 

Secretary LEW. The way the snap-back sanctions were set up, we 
have the ability, unilaterally, to snap back sanctions on our own 
and no party in the security council has the ability to block the 
snap-back. So the snap-back was set up in a way where if there 
is a violation of the nuclear agreement—— 

Mr. DENT. But what if they don’t impose sanctions themselves? 
I mean, if the—if our partners don’t impose—reimpose sanctions? 

Secretary LEW. Well, first of all, to the extent that there are U.S. 
sanctions, those have consequences beyond the U.S. Secondly, to 
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the extent that the international sanctions snap-back, those have 
international binding power. 

We cannot force other countries to put bilateral sanctions in 
place, but the agreement set up the snap-back so that both U.S. 
and U.N. Security Council sanctions will snap-back if there is a 
violation.

There has not been that violation of the nuclear agreement. So 
the fact that these missile launches are being made it not a viola-
tion of the body of the nuclear agreement. But we are taking ac-
tions unilaterally in response to that and we are working at the 
U.N. to—— 

Mr. DENT. If I may,—it seemed that the Iranian nuclear agree-
ment was designed in large part, in the President’s words, to help 
Iran get right with the world. It seems to me, based on the actions 
I have seen with the missile launch and their other nefarious ac-
tivities in the Middle East, that they are not getting right with the 
world. Do you think they are getting right with the world? 

Secretary LEW. That is not what I think the purpose of the nu-
clear agreement was. The purpose—— 

Mr. DENT. That is what the President said. 
Secretary LEW. The purpose of the nuclear agreement was for 

Iran to be forced out of the business of developing a nuclear weap-
on so that they would not have it and they could not transfer it 
to the third party that would destabilize the region and the world. 

Having accomplished that is an enormous contribution to greater 
peace and stability. That does not mean that Iran is a good actor 
in other areas. That is why we still have all the other sanctions, 
tools and actions in place. 

Mr. DENT. It just seems to me that because of this agreement, 
we lost all our leverage in that part of the world, and it doesn’t 
seem that, in my view, that the Middle East is—that we are get-
ting Iran to help us in any way diplomatically on any issue. 

There is no detente. 
Secretary LEW. There would be a lot more danger in the world 

if Iran was closer to a nuclear weapon. The fact that we have re-
versed that clock, they are farther away, and they are not on the 
path to gain time is an enormous change. That does not mean that 
Iran is a country that we can point to as adopting standards or ac-
tivities that we accept. They do an awful lot of things that we con-
sider to be just plain wrong and beyond the bounds. 

That is why we have all the other sanctions still in place. 
Mr. DENT. I yield back. It looks like my time is up. 
Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Ms. Wasserman Schultz. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Secretary, welcome. It is good to see you. 
I guess it is best to ask my—I will ask my questions all at once. 

And I can help you if you need assistance in what I am asking, if 
you get side-tracked. 

I want to ask you a little bit about the Green Climate Fund, be-
cause I know that, you know, we have made a significant commit-
ment and we have also encountered some challenges, to be diplo-
matic, with the Republicans’ willingness to provide the initial 
tranche of funding so that we can be a full participant. 
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It appears that because we don’t have any funding in the con-
tinuing appropriations act for FY 2016 that we have kind of ceded 
things now to the Green Climate Fund to the Department of State. 
Can you talk a bit about why it is so essential that we make sure 
we provide—that we meet our commitments? 

And, you know,—thank you—I was wondering what that was—— 
Secretary LEW. I did not know what it was either. [Laughter.] 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. My congressional district is really 

ground zero when it comes to global warming and climate change. 
I mean, we are really at a stage where just yesterday, there was 
news that approximately 30 percent of our population in South 
Florida could either have to drastically alter their environment 
where they live or be engulfed by water. So if you could address 
that.

Piggy-backing on that question is I would like you to address our 
for the first time participating in the CCRIF, which is the cata-
strophic risk pool, which is shared by a variety of countries in 
our—in our region. 

We have experience with a catastrophic risk pool in Florida. 
Again, being in the midst of, you know, a consistent and regular 
pathway in hurricane alley. And it has proven to work. And this 
one appears to be functioning well. So if you could address that. 

And then also, the Global Agriculture and Food Security Pro-
gram is something I have an interest in. And, you know, I know 
we made a challenge pledge. And if you could talk about our 
progress in making sure that we continue our leadership and en-
sure that we can meet our commitments. 

Secretary LEW. Starting with the Green Climate Fund, I think 
what you describe as being the situation in South Florida is un-
usual, but not typical—not atypical. It is happening in cities 
around the United States on the shores. It is happening around the 
world. It is a national security threat as well as an economic 
threat.

The Green Climate Fund is a way to bring the world community 
together in a multilateral effort where we get leverage, where our 
contribution is supported by other countries of the world; and it 
gives us the ability to see the kinds of investments in building re-
silience that the world needs. 

That includes both what happens at shorelines, but it also means 
we are going to be developing energy and environmental tech-
nologies that reduce the use of fossil fuels; that improve the quality 
of inter-generation efficiency in agriculture and forestry. 

In addition to building the security that comes from reducing the 
risk of dramatic climate-related events, it also opens new export 
markets for American products and technologies. We are one of the 
leaders in the world where there is an appetite for what we 
produce, but without financing is not an ability to purchase it. 

So I think both from an environmental point of view, an eco-
nomic point of view, and a national security point of view, it serves 
our national interests very well. 

With regard to the Central American & Caribbean Catastrophe 
Relief Insurance Program—we have requested funding for the fund, 
which is a multi-donor trust fund that would support the expansion 
of catastrophe risk insurance in Central America. Just like South 
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Florida, the countries in the Caribbean are highly vulnerable to 
natural disasters and catastrophe risk. 

Building fiscal resilience is really important to making sure that 
they can respond when catastrophes occur and maintain political 
stability when catastrophes occur. We have seen too often that 
without there being a risk insurance program, we need to go in and 
bilaterally provide support because there is urgent need, and they 
are our neighbors, and we have a need to make sure that there is 
both an ability to address those catastrophic events, but also main-
tain stability. 

On the GAFSP, continuing to support the pledges we have made 
is very important. We have made real progress on the food security 
front. I am particularly attached to this. I helped develop this ini-
tiative in a former part of my life when I was at the State Depart-
ment. You go around the world and there is an understanding that 
to feed the people in your own country and to feed people around 
the world, we need to harness both technology and we need to har-
ness best practices, and that is what these funds do. 

But again, it is on a multilateral basis, where U.S. support is le-
veraged by international partnership. We have made a request that 
would fill in some of the gaps in the funding, and I see we are out 
of time, but I am happy to get back with the details. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Mr. Crenshaw. 
Mr. CRENSHAW. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 
Thank you for being here today. 
Let me follow up a little bit on this sanction business, because 

I have a couple of questions. One is: You mentioned that we lifted 
the nuclear sanctions, but we haven’t lifted the other sanctions. It 
seems like the only reason that they came to the table was due to 
the nuclear sanctions that really wrecked their economy. So they 
came to the negotiating table. 

Do you think the non-nuclear sanctions, the ones that are left 
there, are they really going to have any kind of impact? Because 
it doesn’t seem like they are doing much. We are talking about 
doing things and designating things. But it doesn’t seem to change 
the behavior. 

On the snap-back provisions that you talked about, I wonder if 
you really believe those things are going to work. Because on one 
hand, you will have a lot of little, small incremental violations that 
won’t trigger the nuclear sanctions, and they will nickel-and-dime 
along the way. All of a sudden the international community will 
wake up and realize it is almost too late to stop them. 

The other part of that is: Do you really believe that companies 
believe in these snap-back provisions? Because if you really be-
lieved that these provisions were going to snap back, and you want 
to do business in Iran, and you knew Iran was in the business of 
doing bad things and violating treaties, et cetera, would you really 
want to go in there and do business knowing that these sanctions 
might come back into play? Wouldn’t you avoid that in the long 
run?

Talk a little bit about those two things. 
Secretary LEW. Congressman Crenshaw, both of those are, I 

think, excellent questions, and I would say that on—with regard to 
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the nuclear sanctions versus the other sanctions, while we had the 
toughest nuclear sanctions, the toughest sanctions regime that we 
have ever put in place with the world community, Iran was still 
able to fund terrorism, they were still able to fund regional desta-
bilization. So there was leakage even with the nuclear sanctions 
because not everything comes through sanctioned entities and not 
everything can be stopped with sanctions. 

Our goal is to make it as hard as possible for them to do those 
activities. I do not believe the shape of the resources they have for 
those activities will change dramatically. But we should not kid 
ourselves, even with the nuclear sanctions, they were finding ways 
to support terrorist activities. So we have to keep on it, we have 
to be attentive to any entity that we can make it harder and hard-
er for them to work through. 

But if you look at the nuclear sanctions, it was a case where the 
world community came together and said on some things we do not 
agree, but on the question of whether Iran have a nuclear weapon, 
there was total agreement. 

That was why that sanctions regime was as tough as it was, and 
when Iran agreed to roll back its nuclear program, there had to be 
a rollback of the specific nuclear sanctions. We have never rolled 
back the non-nuclear sanctions and we will continue to designate 
under them. 

On the question you asked about the snap-back and the willing-
ness of companies to do business, there is not a rush of companies 
and financial institutions actually executing on doing business. We 
have made it clear where the nuclear sanctions were lifted, it 
would not be keeping our agreement to say that it was a violation 
of our rules, our laws, if things that are not sanctioned become the 
basis for doing business. But there has been a reticence in the glob-
al community. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. You think that is partly the threat of the snap- 
back?

Secretary LEW. I do not know that it is a threat of the snap-back 
or if it is a threat that because there is enough other maligned ac-
tivity going on that there is more risk with Iran or if it is because 
Iran has conducted its business affairs in the world that make it 
difficult to rebuild those normal business relations. 

What I can say is we have an obligation to keep our part of the 
bargain. We have to lift the nuclear sanctions, which we have done, 
we have to make it clear we are not going to take action under the 
nuclear sanctions, and then businesses, financial institutions, will 
have to make their own decisions whether they want to be in that 
market. But I do not think we ought to be suggesting that the nu-
clear sanctions continue to be a barrier. 

We have been clear about what sanctions remain in place, we 
have a Web site that is very clear, we answer questions all the 
time. If you believe in sanctions as a tool for effecting change of 
policy, maligned policy, you also have to believe in relief from sanc-
tions when those maligned policies change. 

In the case of the nuclear sanctions, they worked. In the case of 
these other things, we have to continue to be on the case. When 
we see entities that are involved in supporting terrorism, we have 
to be willing to continue to act against them. 
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Mr. CRENSHAW. Well, I think it is a great concept if they really 
believe that they are going to snap back. I think we need to make 
sure we are vigilant and don’t let them ease along and we wake 
up one day and say—— 

Secretary LEW. If they violate the nuclear agreement, the snap- 
back would kick in. They have not yet. 

Mr. CRENSHAW. Great. Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. Ms. Lee. 
Ms. LEE. Thank you very much. Good morning, Mr. Secretary. 

First of all, let me say thank you once again for being here and for 
your tremendous leadership at Treasury. As the co-chair of the bi-
partisan Cuba Working Group and as someone who has worked on 
establishing just normal diplomatic relations with Cuba for dec-
ades, I really want to commend the administration for the bold 
steps it has taken to re-establish diplomatic relations with Cuba. 

Now there is bipartisan support for what the administration is 
doing and for even more normalization in terms of passing both of 
our bills ending the travel ban and lifting the embargo, but there 
is also bipartisan opposition to that, as you know, even on this 
committee, so this is truly a bipartisan issue both on the pro and 
con side. But I think the public is with those of us who want to 
see normal relations. 

The announcement this morning is very significant in terms of 
the amendments to the Cuba sanctions regulations, especially 
ahead of the President’s historic trip to Cuba. So could you sort of 
lay out what these changes are as it relates to banking and finance 
and people-to-people exchanges? And then second, I want to raise— 
and I have raised this before with regard to medical advances— 
hopefully this is bipartisan—in terms of the issue with regard to 
diabetic foot ulcers. 

Both the House and the members of the Senate have commu-
nicated with the Treasury Department with regard to the fact that 
first an estimated 25 million Americans are affected by diabetes 
and more than 2 million affected by diabetic foot ulcers. 

Now OFAC has previously granted a license for clinical trials for 
Hebropo P treatment which is still unavailable in the United 
States for those suffering from DFU, and the Biotech Institute in 
Cuba has been, you know, leading in terms of this innovative treat-
ment. And we are trying to figure out how we can at least go for 
clinical trials as well as for, if the clinical trials work, the oppor-
tunity for people with diabetes and diabetic foot ulcers to benefit 
from this treatment because, of course, you know, in communities 
of color, diabetes is a very big issue. And we have seen—many of 
us have seen and we know the results of this very effective treat-
ment.

Secretary LEW. Congresswoman, just to start with what the ac-
tions taken today are, there is an expansion of banking and finan-
cial services which permit U-turn transactions so that without hav-
ing direct financing, money can pass through the U.S. financial sys-
tem. There is an expanded authorization for educational exchanges 
that do not involve academic study so that individual travelers can 
engage in people-to-people travel so that the travel does not have 
to be under the auspices of an organization. 
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There is an expansion of the authorization to pay salaries so that 
the limit on salaries will not stop the employment, and certain 
dealings in Cuban merchandise will be permitted. 

There are a number of other actions in the Commerce Depart-
ment area that I am less familiar with the details of, but that get 
into permitting additional trade and commerce and civil aviation. 
We believe that, again, as I responded earlier, that we have acted 
within the boundaries of the law. If the law were different, we 
would be able to do more than we are doing. 

But we have eliminated restrictions that were the result of exec-
utive action and we have been respectful of the legal boundaries. 
So while we might prefer to have a more normal commercial rela-
tionship, until the laws are changed, we cannot have a truly nor-
mal commercial relationship. 

On the specific question you asked about diabetes, you have 
asked me about this before—I have passed it along to our OFAC 
team. I can’t comment on specific OFAC applications, but OFAC is 
reviewing that application. 

Ms. LEE. Okay, thank you very much. Madam Chair, I just want 
to make a note that the U.S. International Trade Commission esti-
mated that the opportunity cost to U.S. exporters of maintaining 
the embargo is around 1.2 billion per year, so it is really in the 
United States’ economic interest to move forward with normalized 
relations. Thank you again. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. Mr. Fortenberry. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Good morning, 

Mr. Secretary. I stepped out of the room for a moment and I 
walked back with a St. Patrick’s Day flower. I was just—— 

Secretary LEW. Well adorned. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY [continuing]. Visiting with my florist from 

back home. Let me make a general comment to you about what I 
perceive and then I would like your perceptions before going into 
policy details. 

The United States after World War II was cast into the role real-
ly of the world’s lone superpower, and we did so—we took on that 
role at great expense to ourselves both in terms of lives as well as 
monetary transfers to other countries. And in doing so, we created 
a certain dynamic, a certain foundation for international order and 
stability.

In the period in which we are living and in which there has been 
rapid globalization and integration, it seems that this post-World 
War II construct is under great stress, and the multilateral institu-
tions that have worked toward those original goals. I would like 
your perspective on that and then what you perceive we would 
need to—how do we evolve a more robust 21st century architecture 
that demands that other responsible nations of the world re-commit 
to more robust types of partnerships with us on this fundamental 
question of stability. 

Secretary LEW. Congressman, that is a question I spend an enor-
mous amount of time thinking about and working on because I 
think you put your finger on why it was so important that we do 
the IMF quota reforms. 

We were in the penalty box, because we negotiated quota reforms 
that let other countries that had grown substantially, have a larger 
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share, and under terms that were very advantageous to the United 
States, but for 5 years we were unable to finalize it. That put us 
in a position where the world started to ask is the U.S. committed 
to the post-World War II institutions that it helped build. 

We have removed that question by having an agreement on 
doing IMF global reform, we have kind of lifted ourselves to be able 
to ask exactly the question that you asked and to be part of the 
conversation about taking it to a place that works in the 21st cen-
tury.

One of the real advantages of other countries coming of age, 
reaching a level of a greater participation is they then have greater 
responsibility, and we have to demand that kind of responsibility 
as part of the institutions that we still have a dominant voice in. 
We have to maintain the dominant voice if we want our values and 
our standards to be the ones that drive the debate. Earlier, we 
were talking about the Asia Infrastructure Bank. Even when we 
are not in an organization, we have a very strong voice about what 
norms should be. 

I believe that the world of the future is going to be a world that 
is very different from the ashes after World War II. We had most 
of the world’s wealth, we had most of the world’s manufacturing ca-
pability, the world had no choice, we were generous, we stepped 
forward, we created a period of unprecedented economic reconstruc-
tion and growth, and we have a more peaceful prosperous world be-
cause of it. 

Going forward, we are going to need to embrace countries that 
are coming into their own and have them subscribe to the stand-
ards that we want to live by. I think the worst thing we could do 
would be to step away from that international stage, because if we 
do not play that role, others will. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Well, this is the exact source of the tension 
because I agree with that comment in its substance. 

However, when the United States is not getting the best deal or 
when other countries hide behind our largess or continue to push 
us out in front, which has been the traditional role, when they are 
fully capable of participating in a more robust manner, it is simply 
not fair. 

And the electorate not only perceives this, but feels it, and so 
that is why I think what you are ultimately talking about, and 
what we all ought to be talking about, is a value proposition as to 
what true governance structures mean in terms of justice, and how 
people build out systems economically and culturally that protect 
human dignity and have the enforcement mechanisms to do so. 

To Mr. Ruppersberger’s point, for instance, in traveling through 
Africa, China is everywhere. I remember being in Liberia, and see-
ing a brand new shiny soccer stadium. Liberia of all places, in such 
proximity to United States. 

I asked one person, ‘‘Why does China trade so much with Libe-
ria?’’ They said, ‘‘we are waiting for you.’’ In other words, again, 
this perception, in certain areas of the world anyway, which incline 
toward who we are, toward our narrative and the values we hold— 
and the institutions that give rise to their largess or their potential 
largess as a country, being corrupted by other nations who do not 
share these values. 
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Secretary LEW. We have called on China, in particular, to step 
up and play more of a role in making concessional loans—contribu-
tions to international facilities that make concessional lending 
available. China is no longer the developing country, it is one of the 
two largest economies of the world. Responsibility goes with that. 

They are stepping into that space, tentatively, and they will not 
necessarily always want to do it the way we want them to do it. 
The more they are involved in organizations that we help shape the 
standards and the values for, the more likely we are for the multi- 
lateral cooperation to move in the right direction. 

When you go to a lot of the countries where China has done busi-
ness bilaterally, it is not a simple, good news story. There is a lot 
of damage left behind, and I do not think that, on a multi-lateral 
basis, that can be tolerated. 

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Stewart. 
Secretary LEW. I do not think it should be the work they work 

bilaterally either. 
Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Stewart. 
Mr. STEWART. Thank you, Madam Chairman, Secretary. It is 

good to be with you as always. We have heard a bit of talk in this 
hearing so far about sanctions. 

I would like to concentrate some about—around North Korea 
now. We haven’t discussed them which surprises me a little bit. 
You know, Leader Kim Jong Un is a very interesting person; I 
would sure love to see a psychological profile on him. It would be 
fascinating, I am sure. 

I don’t think that we understand him very well. He is very un-
predictable, he is very aggressive and, you know, it is interesting 
to know with all the talk that we have had about sanctions, espe-
cially vis a vis Iran and the nuclear agreement which we spent a 
lot of last year talking about, their ballistic program which we 
spent some time recently talking about, but North Korea is already 
there.

I mean, the thing we are hoping to avoid with Iran, North Korea 
is there; we know that they have had three or four, maybe more, 
successful nuclear tests. And recently they launched a missile 
which, under the guise of a satellite, but it was certainly more than 
that.

You know, the KN–08, for example, is a frightening new tech-
nology and one that we can’t ignore. And if I could make a second 
point, we can’t effectively sanction North Korea without Chinese 
help because they are their largest trading partner by far. And re-
cently the Under Secretary for Treasury, Terrorism, Financial In-
telligence, and I know—this is actually leading to my point now. 
I know that you know this, Beijing—you went to Beijing and Hong 
Kong.

Secretary LEW. He is in Beijing today. 
Mr. STEWART. Okay, today. My question is this, could you give 

us an update on, forging a stronger cooperative effort between us 
and China regarding these sanctions because, again, it doesn’t mat-
ter what we do. We—it is not going to be effective without Chinese 
cooperation and they haven’t been very cooperative with us in the 
past.
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Secretary LEW. Well, I think if you look at the U.N. Security 
Council resolution that passed just about two weeks ago, the fact 
that China supported very tough international sanctions is a very 
significant development. 

Mr. STEWART. I agree. I think it is a meaningful step. 
Secretary LEW. China has a kind of—regardless of country, they 

have a view that international, not unilateral, sanctions are the ap-
propriate way to go. So they are always more committed to multi-
lateral sanctions than they are to what we do on our own. 

I think the fact that they agreed to, frankly, the toughest set of 
sanctions that anyone thought possible to get out of the U.N. and 
it was put into place I think is very meaningful. 

I was in China the week after the U.N. Security Council at the 
G–20 meetings, and I had conversations at the highest levels in 
China, and I can tell you that they do not view this as something 
they are doing for us. 

They look across their border and it makes them very nervous 
that they cannot explain some of the actions that are reckless and 
that are destabilizing. 

So our—acting Under Secretary—we are waiting for Senate con-
firmation, hopefully that will come soon—is in China now. I have 
not had a readout of his meetings but he was meeting with people 
who are in the business of the implementation—and sanctions re-
gimes are all about implementation. 

Mr. STEWART. Yes. 
Secretary LEW. They are theory until you implement them, and 

I am looking forward to getting that report. 
Mr. STEWART. Which is actually the core of my question, sir, and 

that is, it is easy to agree to sanctions, many nations do that. But 
have no intention or to comply with those sanctions or to help carry 
them out, well, they either have no intention or in some cases they 
have no ability; it is just so against their economic interests that 
they just can’t do it. 

Is your read that China will be more aggressive in implementing 
these sanctions than we have seen in the past? 

Secretary LEW. They have certainly indicated a high level of con-
cern and the need to be clear. That is why they supported the reso-
lution. They have indicated an intention to implement it, and the 
reason that we have followed up—with Acting Under Secretary 
Szubin’s visit is to take it to the next level. 

This is not something that is just a 1-day effort. We know from 
these sanctions programs that it is grueling day-to-day work. You 
have got to identify the entities, act against the entities, and then 
make it clear that they will be the kind of international cooperation 
to actually shut the valves down. 

I think it is a very significant statement to North Korea that 
China is part of this international effort. 

Mr. STEWART. I agree, and I wish that it had happened earlier, 
actually, because we are a long way down that road now and Act-
ing Under Secretary Szubin, as you have said, I think you and he 
working together can really make a meaningful difference for us 
with—in an area of the world that I don’t think we give quite 
enough attention to as we focus in other dangerous places, as well, 
so—
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Secretary LEW. We give a lot of attention to it but it deserves as 
much attention as we can give it. 

Mr. STEWART. I understand. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 
Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
We are going to have another round, or going to try to. The 

President is coming here to the Capitol for a lunch meeting and we 
may have a problem getting out of this room so if you will keep 
in mind the time and if we—if that happens, we will make sure 
that we close it down and get out. 

I think—Secretary Lew, I think you will be able to get out. We 
may be stuck in here so I am just going to turn to Mrs. Lowey for 
her question. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you very much, Madam Chair. 
Mr. Secretary, we have sought incentives to bring Russia into 

step with the world community. But Russia’s strategic foreign pol-
icy goals remain elusive. Now, I remember having a long talk a 
couple of times with Secretary Kerry in 2013, and I kept saying, 
what does Russia want? There was already tremendous damage in 
Syria at that point 3 years later. Now it has been 5 years. 

And although the Secretary tried to meet with Putin and meet 
with Lavrov, and had a lot of discussions, look how many more 
lives and how much destruction has taken place. So it is clear that 
Putin plays by his own rules, shows no interest, except when it is 
convenient, in international cooperation, and appears only inter-
ested in aggression. 

Additionally, some countries in Western Europe continue to have 
very significant and economic investments with Russia. So I just 
want your view. Do we have—or is there a coordinated inter-
national strategy on imposing sanctions against Russia or do they 
just have the upper hand? Is the threat of new sanctions having 
any effect on Putin, particularly with regard to the oligarchs, over 
Syria and Ukraine? How has Putin reacted to the sanctions levered 
on Russia by the United States and E.U.? What measures has Rus-
sia taken to retaliate against sanctions? 

So, basically, we couldn’t do anything with Russia in 2013. The 
devastation continues. Is there any way that the international com-
munity can cooperatively put pressure on Russia and work to-
gether?

Secretary LEW. We have obviously had a very complicated rela-
tionship with Russia over the last few years. We have put in 
place—not just the United States but with the G–7—very powerful 
sanctions against Russia on Ukraine. We have maintained unity 
amongst our European allies in keeping those sanctions in place. 

We designed those sanctions to minimize the spillover and target 
them towards the people closest to the decision making. I think 
they have been very effective. It is a little hard to attribute the 
exact amount of impact because with the price of oil dropping as 
fast as it has, there have been multiple things hurting Russia’s 
economy. But Russia’s economy is in terrible shape and the sanc-
tions are a part of that. 

They are now trying very hard to put together a Euro-bond fi-
nancing and they are having trouble getting any financial institu-
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tion to cooperate with them, even though it is not technically sanc-
tioned.

What I can say about the Ukraine experience is we have had 
united action. It has had an impact. I cannot tell you it has 
changed fundamentally their policy. There is a way out for them; 
they could implement the Minsk Accords. If they implement the 
Minsk Accords, the Europeans and we would be very happy to lift 
the sanctions. The purpose the sanctions has changed the policy 
and get Minsk implemented. 

But we have also made clear that those sanctions will remain in 
place and that means that the pressure builds over time because 
sanctions have that effect. 

At the same, we have worked with Russia on a number of issues. 
We talked about the Iran negotiations, just a few years ago, work-
ing on getting the chemical weapons out of Syria was something we 
worked together on. And now, obviously, Secretary Kerry has been 
involved in negotiations on Syria that are a bit out of my imme-
diate realm of responsibility. But they are obviously important con-
versations.

I think we are going to have to manage this relationship, under-
standing that the things we do have an impact. We can maintain 
unity on things like Ukraine sanctions and that Russia will con-
tinue to make decisions based on its own national decision making 
and its perception of its national interests. 

But what I could tell you is that the Russian economy is in much 
worse shape today than it would have been if the sanctions had not 
been in effect, and that is causing a lot of wear and tear in Russia. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Now, I probably have hardly any time, but since it 
is last, why don’t I let you conclude by sharing with us the mone-
tary benefits there are to the U.S. in participating through these 
institutions, and how are the results measured and evaluated? You 
can say it—— 

Secretary LEW. Well, in 15 seconds, I think that if you look at 
our ability to project our policy objectives—just take Ukraine. We 
would not have been able to put a $17 billion package together 
alone for Ukraine. Working with the IMF and with our inter-
national partners, we could. 

That is replicated on many fronts, whether it is dealing with 
Ebola or dealing with other crises around the world, or great needs 
like food security and climate. I think our ability to leverage our 
values, our objectives, our policies through these multilateral insti-
tutions is just an enormous asset to our national security and our 
economic security. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. Mr. Diaz-Balart. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you for your leadership. 
Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Secretary, sticking with the theme of sanc-

tions, on February, OFAC licensed a U.S. company to build a fac-
tory at the port of Mariel, which by the way, happened to be the 
port from which the Castro regime smuggled the weapons to North 
Korea from. The venture at the Mariel port is run by Almacenes, 
SA [Spanish spoken] a company of the Cuban military. Cuba’s min-
istry of interior, an arm of the Cuban military is the most respon-
sible for the brutality against the Cuban people. 
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So, how does permitting companies to partner directly with the 
Cuban military promote the Cuban people’s independence from 
Cuban authorities, which is the stated policy goal of the President 
and that you have talked about as well? 

Secretary LEW. So, Congressman, I would have to go back and 
look into a specific license. I think that the general objective of 
opening ports, opening shipping, having air traffic and commerce 
within the confines of our law is about building more economic—— 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Secretary—and again, I apologize for in-
terrupting, but I get that. It sounds nice. But you are dealing di-
rectly with the Cuban military. 

How does doing business with the Cuban military—let’s not talk 
about theories. It is not—what you talk about, what you say, what 
the President says. What you are doing is authorizing business di-
rectly with the Cuban military. 

Here is my question: how does doing business with the Cuban 
military help the Cuban people be independent of the Cuban mili-
tary and its authorities? 

Secretary LEW. Well, I am not going to address the specific li-
cense——

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. In general. How does doing business with the 
military help the Cuban people? 

Secretary LEW. If the transaction you are talking about is facili-
tating shipping in and out of Cuba, and one of the things we do 
is we ship agricultural products to Cuba, and hopefully we will be 
shipping things like communications equipment to Cuba. That 
helps the Cuban people, that is the kind of support for the Cuban 
people——

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Secretary, this is not the instance where 
you have permitted doing business directly with the Cuban mili-
tary. And again, that goes against what the President has said, 
and it is just—it is again, how can you justify doing business with 
the Cuban military as a way to help the Cuban people? 

Secretary LEW. We have never said that Cuba’s system is where 
it should be. 

The question is, how do you cause Cuba’s system to change? We 
believe that by building more ties between the American people the 
Cuban people, between the U.S. economy and the Cuban economy 
we are more likely to change Cuba’s system than a policy that has 
failed for 50 years—— 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Oh, on that point, on that point. What Con-
gress has codified into law in a very strong bipartisan way was ba-
sically asking for a number of things in return for a sanction relief, 
and you know what those are. Free all the political prisoners, some 
basic freedoms, freedom of press, independent labor unions, polit-
ical parties, and then start the process towards elections. 

I am assuming that you support those concepts. 
Now, here is a question. That is what Congress insisted on, be-

fore sanctions were—there was sanctions relief. 
What has the administration gotten, because the administration 

didn’t insist on any of those things as a condition. So, what, specifi-
cally, has the administration gotten for the sanctions relief that it 
has given to the Castro regime. 

Secretary LEW. I think—you know, we can go back and forth—— 
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Mr. DIAZ-BALART. No, I am just asking—I am actually asking for 
specifics. What have we gotten back? 

Secretary LEW. We are trying to change the relationship between 
the Cuban people and the American people. We are trying to set 
a foundation to be able to have change in Cuba—— 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. So, what are you asking back? What are you 
asking for? 

Secretary LEW. We are increasing the contact between the U.S.— 
the American people—— 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. What are you asking for, though? Are you ask-
ing for anything? 

Secretary LEW. There have been a number of reforms that the 
State Department has worked with Cuba on—— 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Can you tell me what—just want are you ask-
ing for, Mr. Secretary? What are you asking for? 

Secretary LEW. So, the—— 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Not on that theory, what are you asking for? 

Specifically, what are you insisting on as to—you know, we talked 
about, you just spent a lot of time talking about demanding things 
in return for sanctions relief of Iran. And we can argue whether it 
is enough. 

What are you asking for in return? 
Secretary LEW. I think—if you look at the Cuba policy, it is the 

exact opposite of Iran. 
We did not have the world with us, putting pressure on Cuba. 

We were the outliers, even in the Western hemisphere. There is not 
a country that I have talked to in the Western hemisphere—— 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Secretary, for a long time, everybody did 
business with South Africa, and I think you would disagree that 
doing business with it was a good thing, whether you were an 
outlier or not. 

Secretary LEW. No, I am not—I am not going to defend policies 
in Cuba that need to change. The question is, how are we the most 
likely to—— 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. And what are you asking for? 
Okay, what are you asking for? 
Secretary LEW. Okay, so we believe that the process of increasing 

people-to-people contact—— 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. But Mr. Secretary, when you are dealing with 

the military, that is not people-to-people. 
Secretary LEW. But if we—if there is more information, more 

communication available, if there is more contact—— 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. With the military, with the military. 
Secretary LEW. But when we—— 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. With the oppression system. 
Secretary LEW. It is not—— 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Secretary, I have just 90 seconds left. Mr. 

Secretary, just very quick—— 
Secretary LEW. It is not the military—— 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. You were appointed to the OMB—you were ap-

pointed to the OMB and also National Security Council during the 
Clinton administration. Were you involved in the negotiations with 
the North Korea deal—nuclear deal? 

Secretary LEW. Not directly. 
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Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Well, I just hope that you do a better job and 
this administration does a better job of that when you are dealing 
with North Korea. You have all of those promises that they were 
not going to have nuclear weapons. 

Ms. GRANGER. Your time is up, Mr. Diaz-Balart. 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. Ms. Wasserman Schultz, please. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
I just want to return to the subject of multilateral development 

banks and other international financial institutions, and our pri-
vate sector engagement and how we can best leverage it. 

We are going to be meeting soon, the subcommittee with Bill 
Gates, and you know, I know companies like Cargill and Coca-Cola 
are interested in increasing their engagement and getting involved 
in sustainable development. So, you can—can you talk about that 
a little—expand on that a little bit? 

Secretary LEW. Yes. I think that the future for successful inter-
national development is going to have to get well beyond the offi-
cial development assistance pattern in order to have the kind of 
impact that we need. 

When we met in Addis Ababa at the Funding for Development 
Conference, it was very important that there were three prongs of 
the international commitment. It was to continue the Office of 
Technical Assistance (OTA), but it was to be supplemented with 
private economic activity and local government contribution. There 
need to be three legs on the stool to really build the kind of future 
that we need. 

I do not think we can remove the bilateral and multilateral de-
velopment assistance, but it is not going to get all the way to where 
we need to go if you do not have an environment for private invest-
ment. So let me go back to why we pledge to double the Office of 
Technical Assistance. 

One of the things that we can do that has got the biggest bang 
for the buck is to help a lot of these countries put in place the kind 
of tax system they need, and business approval system they need 
to have transparent, honest systems which will attract the kinds 
of international investment that can really leverage the develop-
ment process. 

When we made that pledge, it was the—the reaction was the 
most reaction I have ever gotten for that small of a commitment 
of dollars, because it is just considered to be many, many times 
more important than just direct dollar assistance. 

The Gates Foundation is a very large player, obviously. They 
have the ability, just as an individual party, to make commitments 
that equal major government contributions. We work closely with 
them on a number of initiatives and we reach out to the private 
sector, the not-for-profit sector as well as our multilateral and bi-
lateral partners. 

I think the future is going to look very different than the past 
in terms of how all of those elements fit together. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. How would you assess the United 
States being in arrears on what we owe to this fund affecting our 
influence?
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Secretary LEW. I have had the misfortune and fortune of inher-
iting arrears on multiple occasions. I think it is a terrible thing. We 
have got to pay our bills. When you do not pay your bills, you do 
not have the same amount of influence as when you do pay your 
bills.

So now we are okay at the IMF, we have got a whole bunch of 
others where we are behind. They are much smaller numbers, they 
are things we should be able to address, but, it was not good when 
we were in arrears at the U.N. in the 1990s, we cleared it out, we 
are back in arrears. 

We need to stay current with the commitments that we make. 
You know, getting back to the idea of what is the pathway to the 
future for the United States to sustain the kind of influence we de-
veloped in the post-World War II environment, part of it is keeping 
our commitments. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. So you are saying playing whack-a- 
mole when it comes to maintaining our pledges and keeping our 
commitments isn’t really the best policy to expand our influence? 

Secretary LEW. No. I mean, there is a certain confidence that in 
the end will pay our bills, but I think we would gain stature if we 
did it in a more orderly way where it was not with the anxiety that 
we might not. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Fortenberry. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Secretary, I want to return to our earlier 

conversation about this idea of a values proposition and then mak-
ing it real for the benefit of other peoples, creating an environment 
of stability, which is intimately tied to our national security as well 
as our humanitarian interest and economic well-being. 

Agriculture. I come from Nebraska. I am so excited, thrilled that 
agriculture has become cool. 

The whole idea of creating initiatives for sustainable agricultural 
development and properly ordered and inclusive market systems, I 
think, meets multiple goals of empowering—taking on the struc-
tures of poverty, empowering those to provide for themselves, inte-
grating again our own values and technical assistance with others 
in need, thereby strengthening underlying market-based systems 
which are consistent with human dignity, and then basically taking 
away the option for twisted forms of nationalism and ideology to 
take people in directions that are just harmful and destructive. 

So I present that to you because I think, again, looking at the 
21st century architecture of how we evolve, properly evolve, devel-
opment assistance and international frameworks for those three 
outcomes of security, economics, humanitarian values, that has to 
be core. 

Secretary LEW. I agree with that entirely. I mean, if you look at 
what a difference it makes in a remote area of Africa when a cell 
phone came in to the town and you could all of a sudden know 
what the price of a commodity was and you were not a victim of 
whoever was there offering you whatever they wanted to pay. That 
was a market; information created a market. 

You now have exchanges developing in countries where there is 
a formal market that empowers local producers, it also provides a 
level playing field for imports and local products to compete with 
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each other on a fair basis. There is a long way to go, but technology 
both in terms of the marketplace and in terms of the food chain 
itself offer enormous potential. 

You know, one thing that I know is that it will not be a more 
secure world if we have, you know, more millions of starving peo-
ple. Starving people tend to be, looking for relief wherever it can 
come from, and it is a source of instability for there to be a lack 
of adequate nutrition. 

Economically, you know, you look at where the growth of the fu-
ture is, the growth in demand is in countries where the population 
is growing, and that is good for the United States because we are 
going to sell things to those countries as they break out of the sub-
sistence levels into the middle class. 

As far as values go, it is not just rhetoric when we talk about 
a level playing field and transparency, it actually is a different way 
to lead your own life and the life of your country and the life of 
the world, and getting out of the shadows of corrupted systems 
makes the world a better place. I think we can promote that 
through these efforts. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Well, farm products and agricultural products 
is one of the things that we make on a very large scale, and con-
tinuing the export and the use of those products for our own diplo-
matic goal is very important. It can be augmented by these new de-
velopment initiatives that point to sustainability and in what I call 
inclusive capitalism that, again, leads to these values outcomes. So 
that was a bit more of an editorial than—— 

Secretary LEW. In a lot these countries, if women could just get 
loans it would make a huge difference. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mrs. Lowey has heard me tell the story before 
of how I was—had the privilege of going to Honduras, and a pro-
grams that related to Feed the Future and some of USAID’s efforts, 
but nonetheless, it was targeted to the most violent area of Hon-
duras, highest murder rate in the world, people living in what I 
call a kind of a benign poverty. There is not starvation or anything, 
but really no hope for anything more. 

Through the infusion of capital from a multinational corporation 
with the development assistance from an NGO shepherded by the 
United States government, you had women—that is women-owned 
bakery—empowerment, vision, hope, an idea of how to expand re-
gionally all happening in the midst of this chaos and disorderly 
world where one woman had lost her husband 3 weeks earlier to 
the violence. So—— 

Ms. GRANGER. Your time has expired. 
Ms. Lee. 
Ms. LEE. Sure. First, I just have a comment of—and again, the 

disagreement is very clear on Cuba. But one thing I want to men-
tion is that no country is perfect. Vietnam, China, the United 
States, we have many countries that have not accomplished what 
we think are universal standards of human rights. Our country, 
even in terms of mass incarceration of African-American men and 
political prisoners. And so I think what is important as it relates 
to Cuba is that we work towards a more perfect union here in our 
country, Cuba, wherever else. 



376

And people-to-people exchanges, lifting the embargo, lifting the 
travel ban moves us closer, moves the Cuban people closer to real-
izing a democratic society without the types of barriers that my col-
leagues have raised. But also we have to keep in mind we are still 
seeking liberty and justice for all in our own country. 

It is only through discussion, dialogue and diplomatic relations 
will that ever occur. 

I want to ask you with regard to the Office of Technical Assist-
ance within your department. There have been prior efforts, includ-
ing by the United Nations, to encourage donor nations to improve 
the coordination of their development assistance program. One of 
these include I think it is the 2014 Addis Ababa action agenda. 
One of the goals, of course, is capacity building for developing coun-
tries.

And so I wanted to ask you what are some of the major con-
straints to improving the coordination of technical assistance pro-
grams in developing countries. 

Secretary LEW. I think that the provision of technical assistance 
is critical. One of the commitments that I made when I was at the 
conference in Addis Ababa was to double our OTA over a period of 
years. And the United Kingdom made a similar pledge. 

I think that there are multilateral institutions like the IMF, 
there are countries like the United States and the U.K., that have 
specific skills and ability to go into these countries and do this 
work.

There is room for all of us, but there are a lot of countries where 
none of us are doing what we need to do. That is why we need— 
we need more resources. 

When I go around the world and I meet with the OTA folks that 
we have, it really is very impressive what a few people are doing 
in really hard places to build systems that will last forever after 
they leave if the people that they are training continue the work. 
That has to do with central bank policies. It has to do with tax sys-
tems. It has to do with land registration. It has to do with all kinds 
of things that are just part of being able to conduct business in a 
transparent way. 

I have seen more appreciation for the OTA advisers than I have 
in many cases for enormously larger sums of direct aid. It has been 
striking to me that countries we have given billions of dollars to 
have told me the most important thing you did was provide these 
three technical advisers. 

It just shows how—we—I do not think it is either-or. We need 
to do both. They were not saying they did not need the money. But 
the thing that they were just like over and over pointing to was 
the value added with the OTA. So that is something I think that 
we hopefully can work together to do more of. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. 
Secretary Lew, thank you again for your time today. Members 

may submit any additional questions for the record. 
This Subcommittee on State, Foreign Operations and Related 

Programs stands adjourned. 
Secretary LEW. Thank you. 
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 16, 2016. 

UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT

WITNESS
GAYLE SMITH, ADMINISTRATOR, UNITED STATES AGENCY FOR INTER-

NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRWOMAN GRANGER

Ms. GRANGER [presiding]. The Subcommittee on State Foreign 
Operations, and Related Programs will come to order. 

I want to welcome the Administrator of the U.S. Agency for 
International Development. Administrator Smith, thank you for 
being here today for your first hearing before the subcommittee. 
We look forward to your testimony on the fiscal year 2017 budget 
request.

USAID plays a key role in our nation’s foreign policy, and the 
members of this subcommittee understand and support the good 
work of your agency from life-saving disaster assistance to global 
health and other development programs that provide clean water, 
agricultural assistance and education. 

The men and women of the USAID are the face of the generosity 
of the American people. 

I would like to take a moment to highlight the impressive work 
of USAID and other agencies in response to the Ebola epidemic. 

This time last year, we were fearing the worst, but the response 
was an unprecedented example of American leadership overseas. 
Now we see another public health threat on the horizon, the Zika 
virus, and we expect collaboration across the U.S. Government. 

We want to hear your thoughts today about what can be done 
to immediately address the Zika outbreak with the resources and 
authorities available. 

During the time I have chaired this subcommittee, I have been 
surprised by the length of time it takes for funds to be directed to-
wards urgent needs. I also remain concerned about the size of 
USAID and how difficult it can be to partner with the agency. 

Administrator Smith, I appreciate the discussions we have had 
in your first few months on the job. I hope we can continue to work 
together and to find real solutions to some of these long-standing 
problems.

The budget request includes approximately $11 billion that 
USAID manages directly. Additional funds are partially adminis-
tered by the agency. Unfortunately, once again, the budget pro-
poses to sacrifice congressional priorities for administration initia-
tives.

For example, the request for climate change programs, including 
the Green Climate Fund, is proposed to be increased. Yet basic 
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education programs and humanitarian assistance are proposed to 
be reduced. 

The request prioritizes malaria, but suggests that tuberculosis 
and nutrition programs can be cut. In addition, the administration 
has once again proposed to reduce two of this subcommittee’s top 
priorities: biodiversity activities and programs to combat wildlife 
poaching and trafficking. 

The subcommittee will carefully consider how to allocate re-
sources to address the greatest needs and meet our shared prior-
ities.

I want to close by thanking you, the men and women of USAID 
and your partners for the most important work you do every day 
to improve the lives of others and promote American interests. 

I will now turn to my Ranking Member, Mrs. Lowey, for her 
opening remarks. 

[The information follows:] 
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OPENING STATEMENT OF MRS. LOWEY

Mrs. LOWEY. And I thank you, Madam Chair. 
Administrator Smith, I welcome you again to the helm of USAID. 

I am pleased to have you here today. 
USAID continues to play an indispensable role in spear-heading 

global development efforts. I am sure we will see even greater 
achievements under your leadership. Given unprecedented levels of 
humanitarian needs around the world today, you face the 
unenviable task of guiding U.S. response efforts on nearly every 
continent.

With this in mind, I have concerns regarding whether the Fiscal 
Year 2017 Budget Request will provide USAID the necessary re-
sources to implement current programs and prepare for new or un-
anticipated challenges. 

First, I am pleased with the proposed increases for malaria and 
GAVI. However, I do not understand the cuts to nutrition and tu-
berculosis programs, when nearly 800 million people worldwide 
suffer from malnutrition, and T.B. claims more than 1.5 million 
lives per year. 

Second, with regard to Central America in last year’s omnibus, 
this committee provided $750 million to address the root causes 
driving thousands of minors to flee. 

I look forward to hearing from you what progress the Northern 
Triangle countries have made on good governance, the rule of law, 
education, job creation, citizen security that would provide the 
basis for further federal investment. 

Third, the Zika virus has spread to more than 20 countries, yet 
many governments have responded to their citizens with anti-
quated messages to simply avoid pregnancy. 

This is absurd; ignoring the potential effects of Zika by putting 
our collective heads in the sand will only make the problem worse. 
Restricting access to family planning and reproductive health serv-
ices would be a failure to support women abroad during a public 
health emergency. 

I hope we can work together without the partisan fights and divi-
sive riders on this issue. Unlike the emergency funds to combat 
Ebola, which I recall only narrowly authorized the specific use in 
West Africa, funding for Zika must also come with as much flexi-
bility as possible. 

Finally, Administrator Smith, I still do not understand the ad-
ministration’s continued refusal to prioritize education. In 2013, 
your predecessor said, in testimony to this committee, that edu-
cation was a core development objective. 

Yet, given this year’s low funding request, it appears to me that 
it is only a core development objective to Congress, not to the Presi-
dent or OMB. 

There are currently over 120 million children and adolescents out 
of school, and some 250 million primary school age children in 
school but not learning the basic skills they will need to participate 
in their communities and economies. 

According to USAID’s own reporting, the world is in the midst 
of a global learning crisis. The United States has prioritized many 
admirable programs, from food security to electricity, health to eco-
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nomic empowerments. Yet, without universal literacy, these pro-
grams are out of reach for significant portions of poor communities. 

We simply will not achieve real, long-term success without edu-
cation at the center of our efforts. 

In closing, I want to recognize the remarkable public servants 
throughout USAID who work night and day to better the lives of 
millions of people around the world. 

I thank them and you for your tireless efforts. I look forward to 
advancing our shared development goals. 

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. GRANGER. Thank you very much. Administrator Smith, you 
can see there are few members here. It is because they have al-
ready called votes, and they are waiting to vote. 

I ask that you proceed with your opening remarks. Members will 
be here today, so I would encourage you to summarize your re-
marks, so we have time for you to address questions. The yellow 
light on your timer will appear when you have 2 minutes left, and 
I will stay for your testimony, and then hope the rest will come. 

Thank you. 
Ms. SMITH. I was complimenting you, and I didn’t even have the 

mic on. [Laughter.] 
Ms. GRANGER. Oh, we listened to that part, anyway. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF MS. SMITH

Ms. SMITH. No, I wanted to sincerely thank both of you. This is 
a great job; there is a lot of work we can do together, and there 
are some things about the Agency I think we all want to improve. 
It has been a pleasure working with both of you. The ability to 
come up and seek your guidance, and work through how we would 
make some of these improvements is a real pleasure to me. 

Let me quickly go through my remarks. As you know, and have 
asserted yourselves, for more than 50 years, USAID has led our na-
tion’s efforts to advance dignity and prosperity around the world, 
both as an expression of our values and to help build peaceful, open 
and flourishing partners. 

This request will help advance that important legacy, but our 
budget line items tell only part of the story. In recent years, with 
vital support from Congress, we acted to make our work more effi-
cient, effective and impactful. 

First, recognizing that foreign assistance is just one valuable tool 
of many, we are making smarter investments with our assistance; 
leveraging private capital and funding from other donors to scale 
our impact; and supporting governments, small businesses and en-
trepreneurs to mobilize domestic resources for development. 

Second, recognizing that development is indeed a discipline, we 
are improving the way we do and measure our work. Since adopt-
ing a new evaluation policy in 2011, the Agency has averaged 200 
external evaluations a year and our data show that more than 90 
percent of these evaluations are being used to shape our policies, 
modify existing projects and inform future project design. 

Third, recognizing that we can achieve more when we join forces 
with others, we have partnered with other U.S. government agen-
cies, American institutions of higher learning, NGOs and commu-
nities of faith. When we can achieve greater efficiency or impact, 
we align goals and strategies with governments and organizations 
all over the world. Engagement with the private sector is now fully 
embedded into the way we do business. 

Finally, recognizing that development solutions are manifold, we 
are pursuing integrated country strategies, helping to build local 
research capacity and harnessing science, technology and innova-
tion to accelerate impact faster, cheaper and more sustainably. 
These and other steps are making us more accountable, stretching 
our dollars further and helping USAID live up to its important role 
as the U.S. lead development agency. 
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For less than 1 percent of the federal budget, the President’s re-
quest will keep us on this path, enabling us to meet new chal-
lenges, seize emerging opportunities, improve the way we do busi-
ness and deliver transformational results on behalf of the American 
people.

Specifically, the request of $22.7 billion will help advance 
progress in the four core pillars of our work. First, fostering and 
sustaining development progress. Second, preventing, mitigating 
and responding to global crises. Third, mitigating threats to na-
tional security and global stability. And fourth, leading in global 
development, accountability and transparency. 

In countries around the world, we work to foster and sustain de-
velopment progress in a range of sectors. In global health, we will 
continue to save lives and build sustainable health systems. We 
will also continue to achieve transformational progress through the 
U.S. government’s major development initiatives, including Feed 
the Future and Power Africa. 

And we will continue to promote quality education and increase 
access to safe water and sanitation. Finally, as we know progress 
is not sustainable without open and effective governance and a vi-
brant civil society, the request will enable us to expand our work 
in democracy, rights and governance. 

As a global leader in humanitarian response, the U.S. is there 
whenever a disaster hits. Our assistance saves lives and protects 
precious development gains, whether in Syria and South Sudan, or 
on any of the four continents affected by El Niño this year. 

The President’s request provides the agility and flexibility that 
is so desperately needed to prevent, mitigate and respond to these 
global crises. We also work in places of strategic importance to U.S. 
foreign policy, to mitigate emerging threats and other global secu-
rity challenges. 

This request supports these critical efforts from planting the 
seeds of dignity and opportunity that offer a counter-narrative to 
violent extremism to fostering goodwill towards the United States. 
We are addressing the root causes of insecurity and migration from 
Central America, strengthening our partners in Eastern Europe 
and Central Asia and investing in long-term progress in Afghani-
stan.

Finally, this request will enable USAID to continue to lead. It in-
cludes support for the Global Development Lab to help us spur and 
integrate innovation across and beyond the Agency and for our Bu-
reau of Policy Planning and Learning to help us continue to drive 
with evidence. 

It also supports our work to strengthen USAID as an institution 
and support the men and women of this Agency who serve their 
country bravely, and in some of the world’s most challenging envi-
ronments.

It is my honor to serve the American people alongside the men 
and women of USAID, and I look forward to working closely with 
Congress to make USAID more agile, accountable, and impactful. 
Together we are building the Agency we need and the world de-
serves, and making investments in a better future that will pay 
dividends for years to come. 
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Thank you for this opportunity and your support, and I welcome 
your questions. 

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. GRANGER. The subcommittee stands in recess. 
[Recess.]
Ms. GRANGER. The committee will come to order. We will have 

some members that are coming in. Unfortunately, because of our 
timeframe, we are all overlapping with each other’s hearings. 

I am going to start with a question that I think is a very impor-
tant budget issue. The Development Assistance account is USAID’s 
main source of funds outside of global health, and it is also the ac-
count that has the slowest rate of spending in our entire bill. We 
recognize that long-term development takes time, but the data is 
troubling.

The latest information shows more than $4 billion in unexpended 
balances and an additional $4 billion that has not been obligated. 
This is difficult to explain in a time of tight budgets. Administrator 
Smith, I know you want to work on this problem during your time 
at USAID. Can you tell the subcommittee how you plan to address 
this issue? 

Why is the USAID standard of an 18-month pipeline considered 
an acceptable amount of time to spend funding? 

Ms. SMITH. Thank you for that. As we have discussed before, this 
is a priority for me. On the pipeline side, there has been a reduc-
tion from 18 to 16 months, which is progress. This is also some-
thing that has been bumped up to what is called the Administra-
tor’s Leadership Council, so that there is a tracking on a regular 
basis of where we are on the pipeline. 

Some of the reasons that we carry a pipeline are things beyond 
our control. There are some environments where it is harder and 
slower to obligate money than others, but there are some things we 
can fix on our side. There has been a lot of great work done on 
looking at our systems and our processes for how we can spend 
down more quickly. 

I think with the combination of tracking it—in what are quar-
terly meetings now at the leadership level of the Agency—to see ex-
actly where we are and what additional we need to do, I am con-
fident we can make additional progress on this. 

The notion of a pipeline in health is one particular thing. You 
need to carry a pipeline for some specific reasons so that you don’t 
get to the point that you have any risk that people will not receive 
the assistance or the medicines that they need. 

But in other cases, it is to have the assistance to plan and obli-
gate even as we are learning what the impact is and seeing how 
we spend down the money in the field. So it is not unusual to carry 
a pipeline of some volume. 

I think what we want to do is two things—reduce the number 
of months of pipeline we carry and then, second, look at our sys-
tems and our processes, see what we can—and I have raised this 
with you before—systemically fix, even as we look at particular ac-
counts to spend down. 

What do we need to do across the Agency to speed up the time? 
Ms. GRANGER. All right, thank you. The other question I have is 

the issue of staffing. You inherited an agency with more than 20 
different hiring authorities. Included in the fiscal year 2017 budget 
request is a proposal to add one more for the global development 
lab, and included in the emergency supplemental request to combat 
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Zika is another proposal for two additional hiring authorities. Why 
does USAID need these new hiring authorities? 

Ms. SMITH. Madam Chair, you are absolutely right. We have a 
lot of authorities. I have learned about many of them in the last 
3 months. A couple things on that: We need specific authorities be-
cause at certain times we need specific kinds of people for a time 
limited period to undertake a specific task. And that is something 
the Agency will always need. In the case of the Lab, this is a new 
entity, and we need to be able to bring on specific people. With 
Zika, as with Ebola, there is a temporary need. 

If I may, let me offer a reflection based on having worked at 
USAID before, served on a Congressional Commission to look at 
these kinds of things, and led the President’s transition team in 
2008 that looked across all of our agencies. I think one of the 
things that has happened, frankly, over 20 years, rather than us 
from administration to administration looking at what our develop-
ment agency needs foundationally, in terms of staffing to support 
its work, and then what are the capabilities it needs to surge if 
there is an emergency or a special requirement, what has tended 
to happen is that as a need arises, there is a new authority, a new 
way to hire, so on and so forth. As you can imagine, it is not the 
most efficient thing internally, and I am sure it is of—well, I know 
from what you have said to me in the past it causes you to scratch 
your head oftentimes. 

We would like to propose two things. One, these authorities 
would help us a great deal, but at the same time—and, again, can 
we look at, over time, what kind of hiring authorities this Agency 
needs to have a strong foundation, so that we have got the institu-
tional knowledge and memory that we can carry forward, and the 
ability to flex when we need to flex? 

We are also looking at this internally in terms of how this affects 
our personnel system. And we have done an assessment and put 
together a strategy to start fixing it internally to make us more 
nimble.

Ms. GRANGER. Good. Mrs. Lowey. 
Mrs. LOWEY. I mentioned in my opening statement my dis-

appointment that the administration continues to undercut basic 
education programs. USAID has made progress toward reducing 
the pipeline that accrued after reorienting to the new education 
strategy in 2011, and I am encouraged by the successful reading 
pilot programs that are going to scale in many countries and the 
heroic efforts to reach children in conflict zones. 

But this year’s low funding request would undermine these ef-
forts. I know we agree on how important basic education is to our 
success in every development goal and that we know how to get re-
sults. So I have to ask, number one, why does the administration 
continue to underinvest in this sector? Two, last year, First Lady 
Michelle Obama announced a new initiative, Let Girls Learn, to 
tackle adolescent girls’ access to education. 

How were these efforts building on, but not diminishing, our 
work in basic education? And how does the administration plan to 
tackle such an important initiative with such an insufficient budget 
request? And lastly, can you share concrete results and progress 
with respect to USAID’s bilateral education program? 
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Ms. SMITH. Thank you, Mrs. Lowey, for your championship not 
only of the work that we do, but for education. Our challenge on 
education is that we face multiple demands. Basic education; work-
force education, given what we are seeing with jobs and the inabil-
ity of people to find or create jobs; higher education, where there 
are places where we feel that our investments have enabled them 
to provide better training for citizens so that they are creating an 
able workforce; and the emergency education to which you refer, 
which unfortunately has proven increasingly necessary in places 
like South Sudan and Nigeria. 

We have also been able in education to do a couple of things that 
I think stretch our dollars further. One is public-private partner-
ships, which we do across the Agency now. The value of those in 
education—and all of these are basic education, so it is education 
across the board—from 2000 to 2014 is $957 million. 

The other thing—this is a place where I think the Agency with 
what we have learned with the shift to really focusing on the abil-
ity of kids to actually read after they go through basic education— 
is working with governments to affect their education policies and 
what they do across the board. So in some cases, we are affecting 
policy and national strategies even if we are only financing a piece. 

As I think you may know, so far in the 5-year strategy, we have 
reached 30 million children. And let me just give you a couple ex-
amples of places where I think in addition to the dollars that we 
invest kind of in a straight-line fashion we have been able to have 
impact beyond that. In Malawi, we have been able to support the 
national scale-up of a local language reading program that was 
proven to significantly increase student learning outcomes in the 
pilot phase. 

Now, by supporting the national scale-up, we are not financing 
the entire national scale-up. Other donors are doing some of that. 
The government is doing some of that. But we have been able to 
play a role in the pilot and translating the findings of that into gov-
ernment policy. 

In Jordan, the Ministry of Education, with our support, is now 
supporting nationwide adoption of these early grade reading and 
math policy standards curricula and assessment. So again, where 
we are able to provide kind of proof-of-concept of what works, we 
are finding that we are able to influence and work with govern-
ments to expand those efforts. May I—— 

Mrs. LOWEY. Pardon me? 
Ms. SMITH. I am sorry. I just wanted to answer on Let Girls 

Learn. On Let Girls Learn, there are a number of ways that I 
think the First Lady has envisioned, and we have seen success of 
getting support for that initiative. Already, there are partnerships 
with the government of the U.K. and their assistance agency, 
DFID, with Japan; and now with Canada. So part of what we are 
able to do is go to them, and encourage them to do more; and quite 
frankly, they are spending a lot of their resources. 

We have also been able to attract a great deal of interest on the 
public-private partnership front. We have found that there are a 
number of foundations and companies, propelled I think by their 
own interest, but also now by the Sustainable Development Goals, 
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that really want to get behind this notion of supporting adolescent 
girls.

Last, through the Challenge Fund, which is included in the budg-
et, what that is set up to do is develop new ideas and ways of en-
suring that girls stay in school, because as you know very well, one 
of the problems we have is retention. It is $35 million, but I think 
we will get ideas, recommendations and proposals on that that, 
again, the teams will be able to force multiply. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Well, let me just say—because I think my time is 
up—we will be coming back—I am always delighted to hear about 
successes, but you know and I know that there are millions of girls 
who are not getting an education. 

Ms. SMITH. Absolutely. 
Mrs. LOWEY. In fact, I think we heard recently, as we follow, 

both the Chair and I, Jordan very carefully and the King comes 
and his deputies come on a regular basis. At one point, we were 
hearing they are building schools, which is all fine, but you can 
have girls learning in tents. 

So I am glad to hear about your successes. Please keep them 
coming. But I really don’t think the explanation for decreasing 
money for girls’ education, when there are so many millions of 
girls, as you know, who need an education, so let’s continue to work 
together on that. 

Ms. SMITH. Let’s please do that. Thank you. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Fortenberry. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you, Madam Chair. Good afternoon. 

Good to see you. Thank you for joining us. 
Ms. SMITH. Good to see you. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Sorry I missed your earlier statement. I don’t 

have the benefit of your testimony in that regard, though I would 
like to follow up on some of the earlier conversations that we have 
had regarding organizational structure of USAID. 

It is difficult to get the arms and mind around the multiple tasks 
that you are engaged in and whether or not this is the most effec-
tive model to meet these four principles that you have well laid out 
in your opening statement that—I agree with this—foreign assist-
ance is a valuable tool, it has to be explained to the American peo-
ple as to why it is valuable. 

It is intimately tied to our own national security, as well as our 
own humanitarian and values interest, and creating the conditions 
for international stability is beneficial not only to other peoples, but 
to us, as well. 

So there are intended multiple good outcomes here, but there 
also has to be a discipline. And joining forces with others leverages 
scarce dollars. In that regard, why don’t you just walk through the 
basic—I think earlier you talked about four columns and what 
those represent, their missions, as well as the expenditures that go 
toward each column of activity so that we can refresh ourselves? 

Ms. SMITH. Yes, and I will—— 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. I am going off memory from the earlier con-

versation. So you might not have had four columns. It might have 
been three—— 

Ms. SMITH. No, I called them buckets. 
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Mr. FORTENBERRY. Buckets, thank you. 
Ms. SMITH. But I do have these—and I will confess that I pulled 

these buckets together as a way to, as you rightly say, get your 
arms around things and also some conversations with Ms. Granger 
about how this Agency carries out a huge number of tasks in the 
interest of our national security, as an expression of our values, 
and in response to emergencies. 

And so the first one where we are talking about fostering devel-
opment progress, that is the one where I would define our primary 
purpose there is development where we have the conditions to get 
meaningful long-term gains. It is the steady hard work of putting 
investments in the bank that are going to yield returns over time. 

So in that category, I would put Feed the Future, for example. 
I would put our global health budget—those are, I think, $978 mil-
lion and $2.9 billion, respectively. I would put the work we are 
doing on Power Africa, and some of our country programs. Now, it 
gets a little tricky whether you put democracy and governance 
there. I would argue that we should. It is a long-term investment 
over time. 

Then we get to preventing, mitigating, and responding to crises. 
That would carry our emergency assistance budgets, but also I 
think some very important work that we do on resilience, which is 
more of what the Agency is doing. It is very effective work at re-
ducing the vulnerability of communities and countries to external 
shocks, which we know we are going to see more of over time, and 
a lot of the analytical work that we do and so on, on Ebola, all of 
those things fall in that category. 

The third are the times where as a matter of national security 
or foreign policy, USAID is called upon to bring the third ‘‘D’’ of 
defense, diplomacy and development to the table in the interests of 
policy and to pursue an important national security priority. 

Now, those are regions where it is difficult, Afghanistan, for ex-
ample. Our people work extremely hard under really difficult cir-
cumstances, are given a challenging task in an environment where 
it is not near as easy as doing Feed the Future, quite frankly, 
where you have got better conditions. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Let me—because the time is short, and I am 
going to get cut off—let me—and maybe we will have a chance to 
come back to it—but let me introduce my perspective on one of 
your intense areas. 

Ms. SMITH. Yes, please. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. I am afraid our Chair is going to get tired of 

me saying this, but agriculture has become cool. And I am very 
happy about that, being from Nebraska. The whole idea of sustain-
able agricultural development as an augmenting of our traditional 
ag disposition or our traditional agriculture exports and pro-
grammatic systems is a key component of sustainable development. 

Ms. SMITH. Absolutely. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. It meets people where they are in the most 

nurturing of circumstances. If we are looking for the ability to meet 
national security goals in terms of giving people some opportunity 
to have continuity with their own subsistence and build out true 
market systems that are beneficial to persons not controlled by oth-
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ers, you take away the options for twisted ideology and wrongly di-
rected nationalism to coopt perspectives. 

This is the right thing to do. We have got the technology. The 
populations are growing. It is consistent with, again, working to-
ward the right market principles, and this helps create the condi-
tions for international stability. 

You listed it first—and I don’t know if you did that intentionally 
as it is in the top of your mind as the main development assistance 
priority, or it is certainly ranking, but I noted you said Feed the 
Future first. 

Ms. SMITH. I have been involved with Feed the Future since its 
inception for all the reasons that you point to. To your earlier com-
ment about the need to make the case to the American people that 
assistance works and development is a worthy enterprise, this is 
also an area where we have the evidence and facts to show that 
we are having real impact, so I think it is helpful in that regard, 
also. But I welcome your support for it and agree with you. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Ms. GRANGER. Ms. Wasserman Schultz. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you, Madam Chair. Welcome. 

It is good to see you again. 
Ms. SMITH. Thank you. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I wanted to touch on nutrition and 

the Rio summit, as well as Zika and family planning. As far as the 
Rio summit, I would really like to know—because nutrition has be-
come one of the really kind of wonderful bipartisan efforts that we 
have made here. Congressman Diaz-Balart and I have led a resolu-
tion pushing the U.S. to follow through with our commitments at 
the last nutrition for growth effort. We want to make sure that we 
are stepping up to the plate and maximizing our reach. 

So can you talk about our commitment and how we are going to 
make sure that we meet the kinds of commitments that we need 
to be able to make at the conference or at the summit, rather, and 
how we are planning to leverage the upcoming Nutrition for 
Growth to really be able to ensure that the global community 
strengthens its commitments for the lives of people, of children who 
are struggling from malnutrition and from stunting? 

Ms. SMITH. Yes, and thanks for your interest in this. And I want 
to point out one thing on nutrition, which Mrs. Granger and Mrs. 
Lowey both raised in their opening comments, and concerns about 
the budget level. 

One of the challenges we have on nutrition—including going into 
things like the Rio summit—where what people look at as the 
measure of our commitment is a line item in a budget, is that what 
is carried in global health, which is where nutrition is counted, 
does not include the work we do on nutrition through Feed the Fu-
ture, where we have seen reductions in stunting from between 9 
percent to 33 percent in the areas where we work, or the work that 
Food for Peace does on resilience—where nutrition is one of the 
core activities that they undertake to, again, reduce the vulner-
ability of particularly the extremely poor. 

We have a great story to tell on nutrition and a lot of evidence 
to show that it works. Our thoughts in terms of going into Rio are 
that we need to do two things to leverage and mobilize the inter-
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national community. One is lift up those partners who are doing 
more. There are a lot of developing countries that are putting their 
own resources into this and getting real results. We think that tells 
us a story and, quite frankly, compels some other donors that 
aren’t stepping up. 

The second: this is an area where we have had huge interest 
from the private sector. Now, I have been enormously impressed by 
the degree to which every part of the Agency has factored public- 
private partnerships into the work that they do. I think we are at 
the stage now—and we are only in the preliminary discussion 
phase—with some of our partners with whom we may have seven 
or eight partnerships in different parts of the world—to talk about 
what we have called ‘‘systemic partnerships’’ where we look all 
across the value chain, even at a global level, to see what impact 
we have. 

I hope we can make progress on those soon, because I think 
those could point to much greater gains in nutrition. So I share 
that as a priority with you, and I think we will be able to both de-
liver in terms of our commitment, but also show enough results 
that we can persuade others to join us. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Good. And on Zika, how is USAID 
working to improve access to family planning with UNFPA and 
other international partners in the Western Hemisphere? We 
talked about this yesterday with Secretary Lew—there are coun-
tries that severely limit access to family planning, deem women as 
falling pregnant, somehow, as if it happens by accident. Clearly, we 
have all seen the heartbreaking pictures of babies with 
microcephaly and we have really got to make sure that we not only 
provide assistance for those who are afflicted with Zika, but to 
make sure that women—in light of those nations’ recommendations 
to their own people—that they avoid falling pregnant for 2 years, 
at the same time they are blocking access to family planning to be 
able to make sure that doesn’t happen. 

Ms. SMITH. Thank you for that. Our proposed approach on Zika— 
and we have moved out on some of it, but not as broadly as we 
hoped to—we are in dialogue with both the House and the Senate 
on our emergency request—I think we need to address that in 
three ways. One is through information, because I think when 
women have the information they need, the scientific information 
that they need, they can learn how to protect themselves. 

One of the things we are already moving out on is, how do we 
provide that public information? Again, we all know how powerful 
that is when women need to act. 

The second is on care and a focus specifically on women of child- 
bearing age. With respect to family planning, our approach in pol-
icy has been that it is voluntary. We provide the information and 
we hope to be able to do that again in this instance, should it be 
needed by women who are affected. 

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Ruppersberger. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
The key is to have a good team, and I am sure you have that 

team with you. I want to talk about TB, tuberculosis. And just be-
fore I get into the questioning, it seems to me that there are three 
different types of strains, and the first is just regular TB. The sec-
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ond is drug-resistant, which they call multi-drug resistant TB. And 
the third which is extremely dangerous, and that is extensively 
drug-resistant TB. 

Now, according the World Health Organization, TB is now the 
leading global infection disease killer ahead of HIV–AIDS. The con-
tinued spread of drug-resistant TB is a threat to global health se-
curity, with 480,000 cases of multi-drug—that is the second— 
multi-drug-resistant TB reported in 2014 globally. 

Yet the World Health Organization estimated that less than 25 
percent of people with a multi-drug-resistant globally are getting 
treated appropriately. Now, it is an increasing problem also for the 
U.S.

In 2015, the U.S. had three cases of the extensively drug-resist-
ant TB, which is the most dangerous. The most difficult and expen-
sive strain to treat, and including—I am from Baltimore, Mary-
land—and including one case in a young child in my state who is 
being treated at Johns Hopkins right now and is very sick right 
now.

Now, in December 2015, the President released the national ac-
tion plan for combatting the drug-resistant TB. When it says na-
tional, that is really international and national, it is both here also. 
It is also a comprehensive plan for combatting this MDR TB in the 
U.S. and abroad and accelerating research and development. But 
the President’s budget proposes to cut funding for the USAID TB 
program from $236 million in fiscal year 2016 to $191 million, a 
cut of 19 percent. 

Can you update the subcommittee on USAID’s efforts to imple-
ment a national action plan and address what ramifications that 
this President’s cut, if it is sustained, will have not only in the 
United States, but internationally? Did you get all that? 

Ms. SMITH. I got all that. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. OK, good. 
Ms. SMITH. Thank you for that. I was thinking to myself as you 

were speaking, we have done Ebola and Zika and now we have got 
extensively drug-resistant TB. The story just continues to get 
worse.

A couple things on this. Our request on TB does not reflect what 
we do through PEPFAR, the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS 
Relief, and through the Global Fund for AIDS, TB and Malaria, to 
which we are the largest donor. So we have additional resources 
that go to TB, again, than are represented in the line item. 

The other thing—and particularly on the President’s plan—part 
of the reason that plan was put out there was a call to action, both 
domestically as you rightly point out, but also globally. This is an 
issue that has been raised in the G7, in the G20: that we are see-
ing the acceleration of this and the world is not responding. And 
just as the President led on the Global Health Security Agenda, he 
has been out there pressing on the rest of the world to do more. 

Now, in the case of TB, one of the issues we also face is a very 
high incidence in middle-income countries, so one of the things we 
are pressing for through the action plan and our own work is that 
those countries step up and put more—— 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. What are some of those countries? 
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Ms. SMITH. South Africa, which has just in its own domestic 
budget rolled out increased funding for diagnostics and treatment; 
and Brazil, which has recently—and I would like to think this call 
to action had something to do with it—in addition to their own rec-
ognition of the problem—expanded its national TB control program. 
Russia is a country with a fairly high incidence. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Even with all that vodka? 
Ms. SMITH. It turns out vodka and TB just doesn’t do it. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. It doesn’t kill it? OK. 
Ms. SMITH. We are unfortunately in a moment where we have to 

make some choices. This is one that we think if we marry it to, 
again, what we are doing through the Global Fund and PEPFAR 
and pressing on and working with middle-income countries to raise 
their contributions, we can still move the ball forward. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. It is important, I know, that we do our re-
search, and I know there are funds that you have. But we deal a 
lot with medicine. I would think some of the research that you are 
doing to try to deal with some of these things, it should be akin 
to like a DARPA situation, almost out of the box research that 
might be needed to address some of these issues that are getting 
worse and worse. 

Ms. SMITH. I think there is a lot more of that going on across the 
government as we see new diseases and higher prevalence, abso-
lutely.

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Thank you. 
Ms. SMITH. Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. We are going to have a second round. I would like 

to address the growth in funding by USAID and the Department 
of State to trust funds at the World Bank and other banks, and I 
am concerned about the lack of oversight of the taxpayer’s dollars. 
We received a report from the Department of the Treasury that we 
requested on these trust funds, but it raised additional questions 
to me. 

First, how does USAID oversee this funding once it has been 
transferred to the World Bank or other banks? Second, are restric-
tions on U.S. foreign assistance adhered to if funds are provided to 
trust funds? And finally, there are examples of the trust funds lan-
guishing for years. Is there any mechanism for the United States 
to retrieve funds once they are provided? 

Ms. SMITH. That is a really good question. And let me say a cou-
ple things. Trust funds are often very valuable in situations of 
post-conflict, for example, where you may have a weak government 
that, quite frankly, doesn’t have the capacity to manage multiple 
donors. It often makes a great deal of sense to put our resources 
into a trust fund, and reduce the management burden that we im-
pose.

I have worked with and through a lot of trust funds over many 
years. And trust funds are as good as they are built and as good 
as the oversight is. There are some very good ones, but there have 
been some that have been terribly ineffective. 

What we generally do with trust funds is have a role in their cre-
ation, both through our role in the World Bank, where Treasury 
plays a key role. With the global food security fund at the World 
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Bank, for example, we played a huge role in actually designing that 
from the get-go, including the governance structure. 

In other cases, our oversight is through Treasury and our role on 
the executive board, and on the ground. In countries where we use 
trust funds, our USAID missions and other donors regularly meet 
with and require evaluations from trust funds of resources. 

And, third, to your point about whether U.S. law applies, a cou-
ple of things. For example, on terrorist financing, World Bank 
Trust Funds are required through their connections to the United 
Nations to screen for terrorist financing, Specifically on health, 
when we provide contributions to a fund, our agreement letter in-
cludes provisions that they must honor that are in U.S. law. 

So I think we have a role often on the ground floor through the 
Bank, through regular monitoring in the field, and through stipula-
tions we may put in our agreements, I think it is always important 
to take a look at how well a trust fund is working, and that is one 
of the things our teams do. We are looking now at how well things 
are going in Afghanistan, for example, because it can never hurt 
to kick the tires and make sure things are working really well. 

As to the matter of trust funds that may be dormant and still 
have resources available, I don’t have a specific answer for you, but 
I would be happy to look into that and get you one. 

The World Bank maintains a donor balance account for trust fund contributors 
to allow for the return of unexpended trust fund principal and accrued interest. 
USAID is examining this donor balance account to determine which amounts will 
be returned to Treasury as miscellaneous receipts versus funds that may be eligible 
for reprogramming for other foreign assistance activities. Once we make this final 
determination, we will provide the World Bank with specific instructions on how to 
direct these funds to the appropriate account. 

Ms. GRANGER. Great, thank you. Mrs. Lowey. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you. You just touched on Afghanistan, so I 

would like to follow up, because so much of our efforts a few years 
ago was focused there, and many of us worry about what is hap-
pening now. And, in fact, at a hearing like this a few years ago, 
it would have been primarily about Afghanistan. 

But the world has shifted its attention. Unfortunately, there are 
so many trouble spots, and your important work is evident in every 
one of them. But I have been—and I continue to be—concerned 
about the women of Afghanistan following the U.S. military draw-
down.

I think we need to be more mindful of how fragile the gains of 
Afghan women are. In 2014, USAID launched PROMOTE, an ini-
tiative focused on the empowerment of Afghan women in several 
ways. If you could share with us the progress this program has 
seen so far, what benchmarks do you use to assess whether we are 
having an impact, what is the current status and near-term out-
look for USAID’s program in Afghanistan, and what are we retain-
ing, what are we turning over to the Afghan government? 

And if we do turn it over, how successful have we been? And how 
does USAID combat fraud and abuse of U.S. taxpayers’ dollars? 
You can take a deep breath. 

Ms. SMITH. First, thank you for your attention to Afghanistan. I 
think you are right that there is a lot of competition in the world 
now. I think this may be the most difficult transition our teams 
have been asked to handle. The circumstances are really difficult. 
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The security environment is tough. I think we have some good for-
tune in that we have a president in Ashraf Ghani who knows de-
velopment well. I have known him for a long time and worked with 
him.

But there is also some progress I think we don’t want to lose 
sight of. School enrollment has gone from 1 million to 8 million. 
Sixty percent of the population now lives within 2 hours of a health 
facility. It doesn’t sound like something that would perhaps satisfy 
you or me, but it is a very big change. 

When we started, 6 percent of Afghans had access to electricity. 
It is up to 28 percent. On the sustainability side—and that is what 
we are really focused on now—there is some progress. Domestic 
revenues are increasing about 25 percent a year. That is slow. It 
is not enough to get over the mountain, but we are certainly climb-
ing up it. 

On the issue of women and girls—and you know that is a priority 
of the President himself—he has spoken as articulately about girls’ 
education as almost anyone—we are seeing an uptick in enrollment 
in schools, and also in universities, where university enrollment is 
up to I think 175,000 or so, and I think some 35,000 of those are 
women. Again, it is not 50/50 yet, but that is tremendous progress 
for Afghanistan. 

On the program you mentioned, which is designed to ultimately 
reach 75,000 women, it is the largest gender program that we have 
in any country. Just a few results so far: We have provided 3,500 
women with vocational training; trained over 2,000 midwives; fa-
cilitated almost $2 million in small private-sector loans, so that 
women can start and sustain their own businesses; and trained 
25,000 female teachers to support basic education. 

So that is starting. We are working with the Ministry of Edu-
cation to do that, because when you ask what are we handing over, 
what we are trying to do with our partners is exercise the muscles 
of governance to the point that they work well and the government 
is putting resources on the table. 

So we have seen some successes. If you look at the power utility, 
which at one point we were financing, the government has now 
taken that over. We are not financing it anymore. So there are 
things that we are handing over, and our hope is that we can sus-
tain the gains, for example, in the social sectors, including for girls 
and women, and work with the Ministry of Education, and gradu-
ally more and more of that will be handed over to them. But I don’t 
think the task is completed yet. 

We do a lot of evaluations in Afghanistan. We invite other eval-
uations—GAO, the inspector general, and others—we get a lot of 
recommendations which we are constantly working into the system. 
And part of that is in terms of waste, fraud and abuse from misuse 
of funds. I don’t want to suggest that that is easy. 

And in an environment where our people can’t move around free-
ly, and often have to rely on third parties to monitor, it is a con-
stant effort to reinvent how we track funds, what we learn, and 
what new systems we need to put in place. 

I can tell you, I have talked to the teams about this a lot. They 
spend a huge portion of their time constantly figuring out—again, 
in one of the hardest environments I think we face—how they can 
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both get the results we need for sustainability in Afghanistan and 
take the recommendations that they themselves often solicit to 
make sure that we are protecting the resources we are given. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you. But I know how difficult it is. 
Ms. SMITH. It is really hard. And I will tell you honestly, I think 

the men and—the biggest change I have seen in USAID—I was 
there during the Clinton administration—is the—— 

Mrs. LOWEY. In Afghanistan, you mean? 
Ms. SMITH. No, in USAID. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Oh, USAID. 
Ms. SMITH. Is the impact on the agency of the men and women 

who for 15 years have worked in environments like Afghanistan 
where it is uphill and slow, two steps forward, one step back, on 
and on. It is hard to spend money, hard to track money. It is really 
difficult. And the reason I mention the gains is, I think there are 
enough gains there that we need to keep going, and I think we can 
get to where we need to go. 

But you are right to point out that this can’t fall off the radar 
and not get the attention it deserves. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Well, let me thank you, because I know you have 
been involved here so very long. And when I meet these dedicated 
men and women, I really have just such enormous respect and 
working together with other groups like Mercy Corps that just get 
in there and putting their lives on the line in many respects—— 

Ms. SMITH. Absolutely. 
Mrs. LOWEY. It is extraordinary. But I just feel so passionately 

about the girls’ education, and I know our chair does, in Afghani-
stan. And I do hope not only can we maintain what we have 
achieved——

Ms. SMITH. Can we expand? 
Mrs. LOWEY. But we can expand. So I look forward to continuing 

to hear about the progress. 
Ms. SMITH. Absolutely. Thank you. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Fortenberry, do you have another question? 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Thank you, Madam Chair. I only want to 

spend a minute on each one of these things. The first question is— 
and it is unfair to you—and then I will give you my answer—but 
if you were re-designing this agency, what would you do? Starting 
from scratch. Okay, I will propose my solution or my perspective. 

If you think about America and how America’s economic progress 
really was launched, it is through the land grant university system 
and extension, whereby technical expertise was then spread out 
across the land, mainly during agrarian times. But that is really 
the source of it, a foundational source of America’s sustainable eco-
nomic well-being. 

Now, you don’t have a corner on the market on development. 
Universities are in this business. Other areas of the Federal Gov-
ernment are. Charities. And all of that, that is good, that is fine. 
But it just seems to me that replicating the land grant system and 
then the cooperative extension service is a means to get to all of 
the various components of what we are trying to do here in a way 
that we already have knowledge about. 
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Ms. SMITH. You are speaking to an Ohioan, so I am for this. And 
I have spent a long time in this field, and the land grant univer-
sities are also something where I have seen a return everywhere 
I have traveled, because you meet people who have either been 
taught by, attended, met with, or benefited from the research from 
some of the land grant universities. 

One of the things that we have done over the last few years 
which is important in building on that same kind of approach of, 
how do you take the knowledge and expertise that we have and 
share it systematically through our institutions, whether land 
grant or others? Part of Feed the Future—— 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Which provide a permanency of continuity. 
Ms. SMITH. Yes. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. And this is one of the difficulties of frag-

mentation of air-dropped aid, semi-permanent contracts that shift 
and change and— 

Ms. SMITH. Well, and also changes from administration to admin-
istration. One of the things that has been a pleasure to me is 
watching health from administration to administration on health. 
We have continued. It is my hope that from administration to ad-
ministration we will continue on food security and agriculture. 

Early in the design of Feed the Future, one of the things we saw 
as critical was to establish relationships with U.S. academic insti-
tutions and other research facilities so we could build that kind of 
institutional partnership that would translate over time. 

That has been done. My predecessor put a great deal of time and 
energy into that. Those are relationships that in some cases had 
faltered and I think have been rebuilt. Those same kind of relation-
ships are being built through the Lab. So this notion that we need 
to have long-term institutional relationships with institutes of 
higher learning is something I think that has been brought back 
through Feed the Future and through the Lab, and something, I 
agree with you, we should absolutely continue. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. What is the best example—again, another 
hard question—where the agency has picked up the pieces from 
war, from external shock factors as you have said, has moved peo-
ple with respect to local values and local norms into a more sus-
tained position both in terms of eradicating poverty, structural pov-
erty, putting in place governance structures that are consistent 
with human dignity, and then, again, provide continuity for real 
hope and human flourishing in the future. Where is the best exam-
ple?

Ms. SMITH. Colombia. Now, here is the challenge, though, with 
that being the best example. That has taken a long time, and we 
are about to embark on the next phase of the transition. And I 
think there have been a lot of places where we have seen signifi-
cant gains over a year, 2 years, 4 years. 

You can look at a country, any number of them, including in sub- 
Saharan Africa, Central America, Latin America, where we say 
there is great progress. There has been a huge reduction in pov-
erty, but do we have all the ingredients we need for that to be sus-
tained?

Oftentimes, the answer is no, because it takes a very long time. 
One of the things I would put on a white sheet of paper—we can 
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talk about that plain white sheet of paper sometime—is the ability 
to sustain the very long-term work it takes for these transitions. 
It is not a 2-year proposition. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. It is a good answer. Let me add one more 
thing before my time is up. There is a very small program which 
you administer that goes through USDA called Farmer to Farmer. 
It was the brainchild of my predecessor. And what this does is it 
links farmers who are retired or who are in a phase of life where 
they have a little extra time with partner countries, communities 
in other areas where they can move their technical expertise, de-
velop person-to-person contact. What a beautiful concept. And it 
has been very successful. However, I don’t think it is branded very 
well.

I mean, think of the impact that if this was more well-known and 
then became a model for Doctor to Doctor, Nurse to Nurse, Engi-
neer to Engineer, Lawyer to Lawyer. It fits seamlessly into what 
we already do, but it humanizes and personalizes it for the Amer-
ican people. Most people can’t join the Peace Corps. Most people 
are beyond military volunteer age. Most people are not going to 
join the foreign service or the foreign ag service or USAID and an 
NGO, but they want to do something that has meaning. 

And that is a little small program that is not branded very well 
that I think if further—I have talked to the secretary of ag about 
this—further integrated into the ag department in partnership 
with you, and then administered more closely by the government 
itself, it becomes a template for leveraging the vast expertise and 
goodwill of many Americans in achieving the goals of leveraging 
additional assistance in continuity over time that are available to 
us, if we just tap into the expertise. 

Ms. SMITH. I like it. 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. I will include you. I am getting ready to write 

a letter to the secretary of ag on this, which he asked me to do. 
Maybe I can copy you. 

Ms. SMITH. Please do, because I will meet with our Feed the Fu-
ture team and also talk to the Secretary about it. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Okay, thank you. 
Ms. SMITH. I appreciate that. Thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Serrano. 
Mr. SERRANO. Thank you, Madam Chair. And thank you to you, 

Administrator, for being here with us today. I am going to ask a 
question that I have been asking for years. I have never gotten an 
answer. I am going to try it again. 

How do we get into a country that doesn’t want us to be there? 
For example, Cuba. Did the Cuban government say it is okay for 
USAID to be here, involved in activities? Did Mr. Gross know what 
he was getting into, where at that time and for many years an un-
friendly government, unfriendly—and I am a believer that we 
caused a lot of that unfriendliness—but nevertheless unfriendly. 

I mean, I sometimes can’t tell the difference—and I will be as 
blunt as I can—between your agency and the CIA on that issue. 

Ms. SMITH. Sir, I think the policy of the Agency—and I think it 
has been very much the policy of our government for decades—is 
that we strongly support civil society and the rights of people to or-
ganize and speak their views. Unfortunately, some governments 
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don’t support that. And we abide by U.S. law in our democracy and 
governance programs. We support civil society all over the world. 

We also abide by the Brownback amendment, for example, which 
is included in annual appropriations bills, which reads specifically 
that ‘‘with respect to the provision of assistance for democracy pro-
grams in this Act, the organizations implementing such assistance, 
the specific nature of that assistance, and the participants in such 
programs shall not be subject to the prior approval of the govern-
ment of any foreign country.’’ We abide by that law, sir, and it is 
in annual appropriations. 

Mr. SERRANO. Okay, so you do get into countries in a covert way? 
Ms. SMITH. No, it is not covert. We support partners on the 

ground. There are civil society organizations all over the world, in-
cluding in Cuba and individuals, and in the case of Cuba, we also 
have followed the law, as passed by this Congress, but there are 
civil society organizations all over the world that operate in their 
countries and oftentimes with U.S. support. It is not us going in 
and sneaking in. 

Mr. SERRANO. But, I mean—— 
Ms. SMITH. And I think if you look—— 
Mr. SERRANO. I understand that. And I am not necessarily 

against that. But I have always been amazed, especially in Cuba, 
on how we pull that off. To be writing to a group and saying, ‘‘You 
should be doing this,’’ that is one thing. To be sending them text 
messages, if that is available, that is okay. Sending them videos, 
that is okay. But going in physically and establishing yourself 
there against the wishes of that government, how do we do that? 
The Cuban Government knew you were there all the time, right, 
USAID was there? 

Ms. SMITH. Sir, respectfully—and we have discussed this be-
fore—past programming in Cuba, much of that was undertaken be-
fore I joined the Agency. I am more than happy to have teams 
come up and brief you on the very specifics of everything that has 
happened up to now. 

I can tell you that where we are now is that our programs have 
hit their expiration date. I have asked our teams to do a forward- 
looking portfolio review to see how we proceed, and we will con-
tinue to support, as the President has said, democracy, human 
rights, and governance in Cuba, despite the change in policy. It is 
still a priority for the United States. 

Mr. SERRANO. And I think that is fine. You didn’t answer my 
question, but I don’t think you did it because you didn’t want to. 
I don’t think you know the answer to the question, and I don’t 
think anybody really knows the answer to the question. 

The thing is that a lot of members of Congress—and this is not 
a knock on any of my colleagues—accept things as they are. ‘‘Well, 
that is the way it is.’’ I tend to at times ask, why is it that way? 
You know, how did we get into that country? I mean, I know inva-
sions. I know how we got into Iraq. I know how the CIA gets into 
places. We all know that. 

But I can’t for the life of me figure out how USAID gets into a 
place, works on the ground, and then is surprised when one of the 
members is arrested or something for being in a place they are not 
supposed to be in. 
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Ms. SMITH. Right, let me share with you—I can assure you, we 
do not invade anyone. New guidance was put in place at the Agen-
cy almost a year ago for how the Agency operates in environments 
where the space for civil society is closed because governments do 
not support the right of their citizens to engage in the way they 
feel they should be able to do so. And we work through partners 
in those cases. This is not USAID personnel on the ground. 

And I am speaking from my experience. I joined the Agency in 
December. And if you would like to go back into the past, I am 
more than happy. Again, I would like to bring a team of people to 
discuss it in detail. I was not present for all that. 

But I can tell you that we work with partners. They are aware 
of the laws. They are supposed to have—we require them to have 
risk analysis plans, risk mitigation plans, shutdown plans, should 
it become difficult for them to operate. We regularly review all of 
these programs. 

I have been able to attend one such review since I started, and 
all these things have been put in place to get to some of the con-
cerns you point to, which is the well-being of partners. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. Mr. Ruppersberger. 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Thank you. I am still fairly new on this 

committee, but one item that has intrigued me is the Global Devel-
opment Lab. I think it is supposed to be—and I referred to it in 
my last questioning—kind of the DARPA of the development world. 

And I have worked with DARPA in my former committees and 
I find them to be probably one of the most outstanding organiza-
tions, because they think out of the box, they are willing to take 
risk, but the whole purpose is to have the ingenuity and the devel-
opment to keep America ahead of our enemies or adversaries or 
whatever.

DARPA has a 50-year track record of true innovation. The Inter-
net, GPS, stealth tech, drones, their involvement has dramatically 
altered our military to an extent. 

Now, it is my understanding that the Global Development Lab 
is supposed to do the same. The lab is designed to be an outside- 
the-box innovative group dedicated to disruptive ideas and tech-
nologies to solve development challenges. 

Their mission, the key to this lab is disruption. It has to break 
down traditional ways of getting at problems, as to end up notions 
of protocol and how we deliver services, and it has to be allowed 
to think differently, act differently, in the end game to find break-
through solutions. 

Now, I can say this. It is kind of tough to have an organization 
like that with a manager. A manager has to have accountability. 
But this is something that has worked in our military, and I would 
really like you to address what your opinion is, as the adminis-
trator for USAID, how you would manage that. 

I know that USAID has requested $170 million, which is a lot 
of money, for this line item. And I am asking, as the manager, how 
can you guarantee that this group will not just unconditionally 
take the traditional ways down the road and that you have the 
right people who are smart, that—you know, they are given the 
right and the ability to be a special group? 
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It is kind of like the transition, when our younger generation 
would go to work with no coats and ties and had pool tables, but 
this is addressing those brilliant people that need to try to take 
this group to another level. Could you tell me what your opinion 
is and how you are going to manage it? 

Ms. SMITH. Thank you for that. And I think the Lab is a really 
valuable addition to the Agency. And it has a lot of smart people 
in it, so I am very confident that we have intelligent, smart people 
running it. 

One of the other benefits, in terms of when you ask how do you 
manage it, is one of the things these people tend to do, and they 
do it of themselves, but they also help the rest of the Agency figure 
out how to do this, is that they measure things all the time. They 
pay attention to data. They pay attention to evidence. That is part 
of what drives their work. 

So in my work with them since I—actually since I have been 
nominated—and when I look at their plans for the coming year, 
they have set targets for themselves. And, again, they measure 
across the board to see if they are delivering. And I think there is 
a high probability that they will. 

I think the challenge in managing the Lab is twofold. On the one 
hand, I think it needs to have the space to innovate and be disrup-
tive, as you rightly point out. But I think at the same time it needs 
to be sufficiently integrated that we are taking advantage of the in-
novations it brings to the table and figuring out how to both inte-
grate them into our programs and get them to scale, because the 
other advantage we have—we are the United States. 

So if the Lab comes up with a development solution—as they 
have in many cases—that if scaled could change the world, we have 
also got to do the work of figuring out how we use our convening 
power to force multiply in that way. 

So my view is, as a manager, I am going to judge them against 
the measurements they have put forward of their goals and objec-
tives for the next year. They have done a fine job, I think, of strik-
ing the balance between space for innovation in a kind of unfet-
tered way, as well as innovations that are directed towards our pri-
orities.

And then my goal—and, again, I am a short timer—is to see 
whether we can put in place some sort of process and if we can pull 
one or two of these innovations forward, and really look at how we 
use our role as the U.S. government to convene others and take 
some of these things to scale. Because I think that is the other 
piece of this. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. And everyone has to be held accountable, 
especially for the money that we are putting in. 

Ms. SMITH. Absolutely. We do a great deal more evaluation than 
was done in the past across the Agency, so I think that helps us 
do that. I am a strong believer in accountability, but also trans-
parently measuring our results, because that will tell us whether 
we are succeeding or not. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Okay, great, thank you. 
Ms. GRANGER. Ms. Wasserman Schultz will have the last ques-

tion.
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Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you very much. Just briefly, I 
continue to be concerned, as many other members do, about Haiti 
and its continued struggle with being able to utilize, plan and exe-
cute projects that are funded by USAID’s assistance. There was a 
GAO report on the $1.7 billion in USAID assistance that Haiti has 
received, and they clearly found a lack of planning for the sustain-
ability of non-infrastructure projects. 

So can you talk about what USAID has done to address GAO’s 
recommendations in its report and to try to focus on projects with 
long-term sustainability and what your view is on how Haiti is 
doing and how we can get them to do better? 

Ms. SMITH. Sure. And with GAO and other reports, what the 
Agency does is track what the recommendations are and where we 
are with respect to implementing them. I don’t have the specifics 
on exactly where we are against the number of recommendations 
they provided, but I can get that information to you. 

USAID closely tracks the status of the Agency’s responses to GAO recommenda-
tions. We are addressing the three recommendations from the June 2015 GAO re-
port on Haiti reconstruction. 

With regard to the first recommendation, in December 2014, USAID’s Mission in 
Haiti began to incorporate sustainability analysis into the design phase of non-infra-
structure activities, including for education and health (nutrition) sector activities 
and for a project to combat gender-based violence. The Mission has also made spe-
cific tools available on its internal website to assist with sustainability analysis. 
These tools include a checklist of sustainability considerations and a menu of illus-
trative questions, issues and examples to help design teams work through the sus-
tainability objectives of projects. 

USAID expects to implement the second recommendation, providing guidance on 
the types of information that missions should include in Section 611(e) certifications, 
in the current fiscal year. The Agency is already taking actions to address Section 
611(e) compliance, including having select operating units develop guidance for con-
struction activity management, holding training on compliance with Section 611(e), 
and incorporating construction activity tracking in the Agency’s Acquisition and As-
sistance Planning system. 

USAID is also taking action to address GAO’s third recommendation. The Agency 
expects to complete guidance on construction activities and link the guidance to our 
Automated Directives System within the next six to 12 months. 

I would say a couple of things. I think the challenge of sustain-
ability in Haiti is that Haiti still doesn’t have some of the core ca-
pabilities that are needed to sustain the gains. And a lot of that 
rests with governance. And I don’t mean a government that we 
may like or dislike; I mean a government that actually has the 
skills, inclination and steadfast commitment to governing and man-
aging resources. 

That is, I think, one of the biggest challenges in Haiti, which was 
not aided by its history, and certainly was not aided by an earth-
quake that literally destroyed any physical semblance of govern-
ment that existed. It is still an uphill battle to get the kind of sus-
tained gains we need in Haiti, given the weakness in capacity 
across the entire government. 

So I think that has been a constraint. I have worked Haiti for 
a long time, and actively once the earthquake struck. I think that 
is still our long-term challenge. 

In sustainability, I will just mention two examples to you. We 
have done a lot of tree planting across Haiti and found very high 
returns so far in terms of the sustainability there, that those—I 
forget the—I can get you the exact percentage, but it is well over 
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75 percent, 80 percent of the 5 million some trees that we have 
planted with partners in Haiti are still growing; they are still being 
taken care of, and so they are still there. 

As part of a larger effort to stabilize watersheds, increase tree cover, and promote 
sustainable agricultural practices in disaster prone regions of the country, USAID 
has supported the planting of over 5 million seedlings (through the Feed the Future 
WINNER project) with a survival rate of about 70 percent throughout the country. 

But I was recently involved in a review of another project that 
we did with partners—the Inter-American Development Bank and 
Coca-Cola—on mangoes. Haiti produces, it turns out, very good 
mangoes. We found that through the course of that project we were 
able to increase incomes, and train producers in skills that enabled 
them to care for and produce better quality mangoes for export. 

What we agreed, though, in terms of sustainability, is we can’t 
judge yet whether that is going to be sustainable. We are going to 
come back and look in a year and see whether it is sustainable, be-
cause, again, what is necessary to really sustain it, it has to be ei-
ther communities and/or governments that will sustain it. 

So I think Haiti is still a challenge. I think it is one we need to 
have a commitment to working on. But I would have to say, in all 
honesty, this is still going to be very slow going. 

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. Mrs. Lowey. 
Mrs. LOWEY. As we close, I can’t resist, and I want to thank my 

colleague, Ms. Wasserman Schultz, for bringing up this issue. We 
have had probably two of the best professionals—and there are 
many extraordinary professionals at AID—Beth Hogan and then 
Tom Adams, retired. And we have had in-depth briefings on Haiti. 

We don’t have Boko Haram, thank goodness. We don’t have other 
terrorist groups there. We have really good people who have en-
dured a great deal. And it really is, for me, one of the most—I don’t 
want to quite say depressing—but unhappy situation, because it 
seems to me we could do so much more. 

I will give you one suggestion. I tried to put in place what I have 
called the community of learning, getting people outside of Port-au- 
Prince, establishing a school. We have Paul Farmer, who is doing 
very good work on health care, putting in place some kinds of 
source of ways for them to learn a living. We just can’t seem to do 
it. And we are upwards of $3 billion—we have other private-sector 
money.

So I just want to say, as someone who has worked on AID pro-
grams a long time, that many outstanding professionals, I would 
like to work with you in the short period of time—and I know when 
you say governance, we have governance problems everywhere. 
And I wonder what are the lessons learned? How do we improve 
the governance problem? 

I think, frankly, of course, you will always have people come and 
say, oh, we did this, we did that, but basically it has been a failure. 
We don’t have governance, we don’t have jobs, and the people keep 
smiling and singing. I really feel we have let them down, so I 
would like to work with you to see what we can do to really im-
prove the situation. I know you don’t have that much time. But I 
just have always felt that this was doable and somehow we just 
haven’t done it. 
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Ms. SMITH. I would love to work with you on that. And thank you 
for your kind words about Tom and Beth. I have benefited enor-
mously from Beth’s knowledge and experience, including on this 
issue.

I think in an interesting way—and you may be able to tell, I am 
the eternal optimist, glass-half-full kind of person. 

Mrs. LOWEY. As are we. 
Ms. SMITH. We may have a bit of an opportunity, quite frankly, 

in Haiti right now, by which I mean if you look at the sheer force 
of that earthquake, it literally broke Haiti in two. I still can’t wrap 
my arms around, my head around what actually happened. 

Then there was a very big surge of activity around reconstruc-
tion. And this often happens. And during the big surge, things 
often get quite confusing. Everybody is there. Lots of donors. Peace-
keeping force, lots of attention. It is now a slightly quieter period. 
I think we have some evidence and knowledge in the bank, both 
from Haiti, but also from other cases about what has worked and 
what hasn’t. We have a lot of evidence of what didn’t work, but I 
think we have some important evidence of things that have 
worked.

So I think it may be possible in a slightly quieter way, if you 
will, to take some things that have worked, and figure out where 
we can build on them—your notion of communities of learning is 
quite interesting. So I would be delighted to work with you on this. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Well, I thank you very much. I thank my colleague 
for bringing the issue up. I know you have in your district, as I 
have, many Haitians who would like to be helpful. I look forward 
to talking about successes a few months from now. 

Ms. SMITH. I am game. 
Mrs. LOWEY. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Ms. GRANGER. Now, as we close, just a couple of things. One, 

Mrs. Wasserman Schultz raised Zika during the questions. You 
mentioned a few things USAID had been doing, but not how much 
funding that has actually been obligated. So can you follow up after 
this and just let us know that for this fiscal year? 

Ms. SMITH. Yes. 
Ms. GRANGER. The second thing as we close, one issue I men-

tioned in my opening statement, we continue to hear from organi-
zations with little experience competing with USAID about how dif-
ficult it can be to partner. There are many groups that are doing 
good work, have ideas they bring to the table. I know that we could 
all give you an example of someone we had heard from. 

So we need you to come up with ways to address this issue and 
report back to the subcommittee, if you will do that. 

Ms. SMITH. I would be happy to. 
Ms. GRANGER. Good, thank you. Administrator Smith, thank you 

again for your time. Members may submit any additional questions 
for the record. The Subcommittee on State, Foreign Operations, 
and Related Programs stands adjourned. 
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